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Also, peiition of W. €. Shepard and other residents of
Mikndo, Mich., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McWINNEY: Resolutions of Tri-City Federation of
Labor, of Rock Island and Moline, Ill., and Davenport, Iown,
opposeil to the concentration of troops on the Mexican border;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. PEPPER : Resolution of Tri-City Federation of Labor
at Davenport, Towa, and Rock Island and Moline, I1L., protest-
ing the concentration of United States military forces on bor-
ders of Mecxico and against any intervention of the United
States forces in the affairs of Mexico; to the Committee on
Military Afairs,

Also, petition of White Prairie Grange No. 2039, Wilton
Junction, Towa, against Canadian reciprecify ; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of G. W, Kiess, of De Witt; W. I0. Spencer and
others, of Davenport; N. K. Ross and others, of Victor, and
Joseph F. Holub, of Towa City, against rural parcels-post serv-
ice; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. ROBERTS of Nevadn: Protest of members of local
Tallon Socialist Party, against the mobilization of troops on the
Mexican border; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also (by request), protest of citizens of Sheflield, Pa., against
the mobilization of troops on the Mexican border; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SIMMONS: Petitions of Scottsburg Grange, No. 1220;
Bethany Grange, No. 748 ; Trangit Grange, No. 1092 North Javn
Grange, No. 1158; Lyndonville Grange, No. 1146; Stafford
Grange, No. 418; Perry Grange, No. 1163; Grange No. 1086, of
Hermitage, Wyoming Connty; Kent Grange, No. 1145; Warsaw
Grange, No. 1038; Wyoming County Pomona Grange; Dale
Grange, No. 1171; Darien Grange, No. 1063; Hermitage Grange,
No. 1086: Cerfu Grange; Medina Grange, No. 1160; Gaines
Grange, No. 1147; Clarendon Grange, No. 1083; Knowlesville
Grange, No. 1124; Atftica Grange, No. 1038; Bergen Grange, No.
163: Waterport Grange, No. 1059; Byron Grange, No. 395; Gns-
port Grange, No. 1151; Pomona Grange of Genesee County;
and Pomona Grange of Idvingston County, Patrons of Hus-
bandry, all in the State ef New York; and of Maple Ridge Cul-
ture Club, of Medina, and the Chamber of Commerce of Water-
town, protesting against the Canadian recliprocity treaty; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. J. M. C. SMITH: Petitions of Advance Pump & Com-
pressor Co. and Progressive Republicans' League, of Battle
Creek, Mich., in favor of Canadian reciprocity treaty; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petitions and protests of Brady Grange, No. 61; I'red.
M. Warner, ex-governor of Michigan; Bert Smith; Nationnl
Lincoln Sheep Breeders’ Association; Calhoon Bros., Oak Grove
Farms; certain members American Ramboiullet Sheep Breeders'
Association: Isbell Bean Co.; Kalamazoo Paper Co. and Stand-
ard Paper Co., of Kalamazoo, Mich., in opposition to Canadian
reciprocity treaty; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WILLIS: Petitions of W. F. Strahm and other mem-
bers of Friendship Grange, No. 070, Kenton, Ohio, and I\ J.
DBurner and other members of Benton Ridge Grange, No. 942,
Benton Ridge, Ohio, against the passage of the Canadian reci-
proecity agreement; to the Committec on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Papers to accompany bill
eranting an increase of pension to George R. Shebbeard; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, resolutions of Lawrenceville Grange, No. 170, Patrons
of Husbandry, of Lawrenceville, N. J., protesting against the
enactiment of proposed reeiprocal tariff legislation between the
TUnited States and Canada; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

SENATE.
Moxbay, April 17, 1911.

Prayer by thie Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B, Pierce, D. D.
The Journal of the proceedings of Thursday last was read
and approved. y
SENATOR FROM WASHIXNGION.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, my colleague [Mr. POINDEXTER]
is present and ready to take the oath.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator elect from Washing-
ton will present himeelf at the desk.

Mr. PorxpesTER was escorted o the Vice President’s desk by
Mr. JoxEgs, and the oath preseribed by law having been admin-
istered to him, he took his seat in the Senate.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,

~

AMESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed
the following bill and joint resolution, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate:

H. R, 2058. An act to nmend an act entitled “An act provid-
ing for publicity of contributions made for the purpose of influ-
encing elections at which Representatives in Congress are
elected *'; and

H. J. Res. 89. A joint resolution proposing an amendment to
the Constitution providing that Senators shall be elected by the
people of the several States.

PETITIONS AND MEMOEIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a petition of the United
States Iixtran Customs Laborers’ Association of the port of New
York, praying for the enactment of legislation to ameliorate the
present condition of certain employees serving as extra customs
laborers in the customs service of New York, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a petition of the congregation of the Church
of the Brethren of Beatrice, Nebr., and o petition of the congre-
gation of the Verdigris Church, of Madison, IKans., praying for
tlie enactment of legislation for the suppression of the opium
E_‘ri!, which were referred to the Committee on Forelgn Rela-

ions.

He also presented a petition of the national committee of
the Unemployed and the Brotherhood Welfare Assoclation, pray-
ing for the enactment of legislation to ameliorate the condition
of the wage earners of the country, which was referred to the
Connnittee on Education and Labor.

Mr. McCUMBER presented memorials of sundry citizens of

Hatton, Grafton, Walsh County, Adams County, Richland
Connty, Washburn, Gardner, Williams County, Iarvey, Stark
County, Bteele County, Ransom County, Bottineau County,

McLean County, and Sargent County, all in the State of North
Dalkota, remonstrating against the ratification of the proposed
reciproeal trade agreement between the United States and Can-
ada, which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. BRANDEGER presented a memorial of sundry citizens
of Waterbury, Conn,, remonstrating against the ratification of
the proposed treaty of arbitration between the United States
and Great Britain, which was referred to the Committee on
Toreign Eelsticns.

He also presented memorinls of Local Grange of Hillstown;
Indian River Grange, of Milford; Local Grange of West IHart-
ford; and of Loecal Grange of Clinton, of the Patrons of Hus-
bandry, and of the Business Men’s and Civic Association of
Wethersfield, all in the State of Connectient, remonstrating
against the ratifieation of the proposed reciprocal trade agree-
ment between the United States and Canada, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance,

Mr. GALLINGER presented memorials of the International
Brotherhood of Paper Makers; of Local Grange of Pembroke;
Local Grange of Union; Local Grange of Bedford; Local Grange
of Westmoreland; Tocal Grange No. 167, of Candin; and of
Local Grange No. 208, of I’ranconia, of the Patrons of Hus-
bandry; and of sundry citizens of Lee, Surry, Westmoreland,
AManchester, and Mount Vernon, all in the State of New Hamp-
shire, remonstrating against the ratification of the proposed
reciprocal trade agreement between the United States and
Canada, which were referred to the Committee on Iinance.

He algo presented petitions of Charles Gordon and 36 other
citizens of Nashua, N. II., prayinz for the establishment of o
national department of public health, which were referred to
the Committee on Public Health and National Quarantine.

Mr. BRISTOW presented a petition of Post No. 73, Grand
Army of the Republie, Department of Kansas, of Neosho I'alls,
Kans.,, and a petition of D. M. Vance Post, No. 2, Grand Army
of the Republie, Department of Kansas, praying for the passnge
of the so-called old-nze pension bill, which were referred to
the Committee on Pensions,

e also presented a petition of the congregation of the Cliurch
of thie Brethren of McPherson, Kans, praying for the enact-
ment of legislation to prohibit the interstate transportation of
intoxienting liquors into prohibition districts, which was re-
ferred to the Commitfce on Interstate Commeree.

Mr. OLIVER presented a memorial of Local Grange No. S06,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Elk Lake, Pa., remonstrating against
ihe ratification of the proposed reciprocal trade agreement be-
tween the United States and Carvada, which was referred to the
Committee on Finance.

Mr, McLIIAN presented memorials of Central Pomona Grange,
No. 1, of Berlin; Plainville Grange, No. 54, of Plainville; West
Hartford Grange, of West Hartford; and Mad River Grange,
of Waterbury, of the Patrons of Husbandry, and of the Busi-
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ness Men's and Civic Association of Wethersfield, all in the
State of Connecticut, remonstrating against the ratification of
the proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the United
States and Canada, which were referred to the Committee on
Finance,

Mr. TOWNSEND presented memorials of TLocal Grange, of
Centerville; Local Grange No. 1164, of Stalwart; and Local
Grange No. 1490, of Sturgis, Patrons of Husbandry, and sundry
farmers of Ashland, all in the State of Michigan, remonstrating
against the ratification of the propesed reciproeal trade agree-
ment between the United States and Canada, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. WARREN presented a memorial of the Imternational
Brotherhood of Paper Makers, of Albany, N. Y., and a memorial
of the National Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, remonstrating
against the ratification of the proposed reciproeal trade agree-
ment between the United States and Canada, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. FLETCHER presented a petition of the Cotton IIxchange,
of New Orleans, La., praying that bagging and ties be placed
on the free list, which was referred to the Committee on
Finance,

He also presented a petition of the Farmers' Edueative and
Cooperative Union, of Pierce County, Ga., praying for an in-
crease in the duty on cotton, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

He also presented resolutions adopted at the General Con-
ference of Congregational Churches of Florida and the Southeast,
favoring the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration
between the United States and Great Britain, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a memorial of the Irish-American and Ger-
man-American societies of New York, remonstrating against
the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the
United States and Great DBritain, which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a memorial of the Tampa District Retail
Druggists’ Association, of Tampa, F'la., remonstrating against the
passage of the so-called parcels-post bill, which was referred
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. CRAWFORD presented memorials of Local Grange of
Florence; Local Grange No. 25, of Erwin; Loecal Grange No. 3,
of Watertown: Local Grange No. 4, of Dempster; Black IIills
Pomona Grange, of Whitewood; and of Local Grange of White,
all of the Patrons of Husbandry ; of the Farmers' Grain Dealers’
Association; and of sundry citizens of Coleman, Amherst, Clare-
mont, Crandon, Frankfort, Redfield, Arlington, Sinai, and Sisse-
ton, all in the State of South Dakota, and of the American Na-
tional Live Stock Association, remonstrating against the ratifieu-
tion of the propesed reciprocal trade agreement between the
United States and Canada, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey presented a memorial of Local
Grange No. 40, Patrons of Husbandry, of Windsor, N. J., and
a memorial of Local Grange No. 45, Patrons of ITusbandry, of
Marlton, N. J., remonstrating against the ratification of the
proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the United States
and Canada, which were referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. STEPHENSON presented a petition of the Woman's Club
of Monroe, Wis.,, praying for the repeal of the present oleo-
margarine law, which was referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

He also presented a petition of the Woman's Club of Monroe,
Wis., praying that an investigation be made into the condition
of dairy products for the prevention and spread of tuberculosis,
which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

Hje' also presented a petition of the Manufacturers and Job-
bers’ Club of La Cross, Wis, praying for the ratification of the
proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the United States
and Canada, which was referred to the Committee on Finance,

He aleo presented memorials of the Riverside Fibre & Paper
Co., of Appleton; the Gilbert Paper Co., of Menasha: the Beloit
Iron Works, of Beloit; of J. J. Plank & Co., of Appleton; and
of sundry employees of the Wisconsin Tissue Paper Co., of
Appleton; of the Patten Paper Co., of Appleton and Oconto
Falls, all in the State of Wisconsin, remonstrating against the
ratification of the proposed reciprocal trade agreement between
the United States and Canada, which were referred to the Com-
mitiee on Finance.

Mr. BURNHAM presented memorials of Reunion Grange, No,
803, Patrons of Husbandry, of Middleton; of Great Meadow
Grange, Patrons of Husbandry, of Westmoreland ; and of Myron
H. Porter, of Surry; Hiram F. Newell, of Surry; Chester M.

MecClening, Willard Bill,, jr.,, and Charles K. Cobb, of West-
moreland ; Frank H. Pearson, of Stratham; Hon. Frank P, Car-
penter and A. B. Carptenter, of Manchester, all in the State
of New Hampshire, remonstrating against the ratification of the
proposed reciproeal trade agreement between the United States
and Canada, which were referred to the Committee on Iinance.

Mr. SHIVELY presented a petition of John A. Logan Post,
No. 3, Grand Army of the Republie, Department of Indiana, of
Lafayette, Ind.,, praying for the passage of the so-called old-age
pension bill, which was referred to the Committee on Pensions,

He also presented n memorial of Thorntown Grange, No. 878,
I'atrons of Husbandry, of Whitley County, Ind., remonstrating
against the ratifieation of the proposed reciprocal trade agree-
ment between the Unifed States and Canada, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. JONLS presented memorials of Local Grange No. 124, of
Grays River; Fruitvale Grange, No. 348, of North Yakima;
Oakview Grange, No. 311, of Centralin; Mountain Side Grange,
No. 100, of Van Zandt; Local Grange No. 835, of Naches; Loeal
Grange No, 227, of Olympia ; Local Grange No. 123, of St. Helen ;
Loeal Grange No. 200, of Olympia; Loeal Grange No, 82, of
Vancouver; Local Grange No. 208, of Bellingham ; Local Grange
No. 184, of Centralin; Local Grange No. 22, of Omak; Local
Grange No. 51, of Oakesdale; Iocal Grange No. 407, of Cen-
tralin; Local Grange No. 265, of Kent; and Loeal Grange No.
114, of Ewartsville, all of the Patrons of Husbandry, in the
State of Waslington, remoustrating agninst the ratifieation of
the proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the United
{»‘tai(‘s and Canada, which were referred to the Committee on
finance.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED.

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. CULLOM:

A bill (8. 1056) to pay the legal heirs of the late John A.
Lynch for valuable services rendered by him as the projector
and promoter of the International American Conference and the
Intercontinental Railway (with accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Railroads.

A bill (8. 1057) granting an increase of pension to Job Utley
(with accompanying papers) ;

A Dill (8. 1058) granting an increase of pension to Hamilton
Lutes;

A bill (S.71059)
Elkins;

A bill (8. 1060)
Church;

A bill (8. 1061) granting a pension to Charles Falbisaner:

A bill (8. 1062) granting an increase of pension to Julia
Baldwin;

A] bill (S, 1063) granting an increase of pension to Jacob

Caylor;

A bill (8. 1064) granting a pension to Francis M. Walker;

A bill (8. 1065) granting a pension to Herman Tichter: and

A bill (8. 1066) granting an increase of pension to wilfiam R.
Rennels; to the Commiltee on Pensions.

By Mr. GALLINGER :

A bill (8. 1067) providing for the appointment of two cadets
from the District of Columbia to the United States Military
Academy at West Point; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A Dbill (8.1068) authorizing the extension of Iirst Street enst,
and for other purposes;

A bill (8. 1069) to authorize the widening and extension of
Minnesota Avenue from Pennsylvania Avenue SE. to its present
terminus, near Eastern Avenue, and for other purposes;

A bill (8. 1070) to require the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Co.
to build and maintain bridges, ete., over the Chesapeake & Ohio
Canal;

A bill (8. 1071) authorizing the extension of Barry Place
NW., and for other purposes;

A bill (8. 1072) to amend section 895 of the Code of Law for
the District of Columbia ;

A bill (8. 1073) to amend an act entitled “An act to regunlate
the employment of child labor in the District of Columbin ;

A bill (8. 1074) to amend an act approved July 1, 1902, en-
titled “An act to amend an act entitled ‘An aet in relation to
taxes and tax sales in the District of Columbia,” approved Feb-
ruary 28, 18987; -

A bill (8. 1075) to amend an act entitled “An act making ap-
propriations to provide for the expenses of the government of
the District of Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30,
19003, and for other purposes”;

granting an increase of pension to Henry C.

granting an increase of penslon to Iobert .
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A bill (8. 1076) making drunkenness in the District of Co-
lumbia a misdemeanor, and to provide a hospital for inebriates,
and for other purposes;

A bill (8. 1077) to authorize the Commissioners of the Dis-
triet of Columbia to suspend and revoke certain licenses and
permits;

A Dbill (8. 1078) to amend section 4 of an act entitled “An act
for tlie preservation of the public peace and the protection of
property within the District of Columbia,” approved July 28§,
1892, as to kiteflying;

A bill (8. 1079) providing for the regulation and suspension
of traffic and processions on lLighways in the District of Co-
Iumbia ;

A Dill (8. 1080) to amend an act entitled “An act to regulate
the practice of pharmacy and the sale of poisons in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes,” approved May 7,
1906, by prohibiting the sale of poisonons hair dressing;

A bill (8. 1081) to provide for punishment for lareeny of
public property from the workhouse and the reformatory of
the District of Columbia;

A Dill (8. 1082) to receive arrearages of taxes duec to the
District of Columbia, to July 1, 1908, at € per cent interest per
annum, in lieu of penalties, and costs;

A bill (8. 1083) to provide an additional method for enfore-
ing and foreclosing tax sales and tax deeds in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes;

A Dill (8. 1084) to amend the laws for the protection of
hirds, gnme, and fish in the District of Columbia;

A Bill (8. 1085) to amend the act of Congress approved April
22, 1004, authorizing the laying of water mains and service
gewers in the Distriet of Columbia, the levying of assessments
therefor, and for other purposes;

A DIl (8. 1086) to amend sections G80 and 686 of the Code
of Law for the District of Columbia;

A Dbill (8. 1087) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for the better registration of births in the District of Columbia,
and for other purpeses,” approved March 1, 1907 ;

A bill (8. 1058) to amend an act to regulate plumbing and
gas fitting in the Distriet of Columbia, approved June 18, 1808;

A Dbill (8, 1088) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for registration of all cases of tuberculosis in the Distriet of
Columbin, for free examination of sputum in suspeeted cases,
and for preventing the spread of tuberculosis in said Distriet,”
approved May 13, 1908;

<A DI (8. 1090) providing for guides in the Distriet of Co-
Inmbla, and defining their duties;

A Dill (8. 1091) to license operators of cinematographs, mov-
ing-picture machines, and similar apparatus, and for other pur-
poses;

A bill (8. 1092) to protect public health by regulating the
production and eale of milk, eream, and ice cream in and for
the District of Columbia;

A DIl (8. 1093) to provide for the extension of Buchanan
Street NW. between Piney Branch Read and Sixteenth Street,
and the abandonment of Piney Branch Road between Allison
Street and Buchanan Street NW., Distrlet of Columbia;

A Dbill (8. 1094) for the widening of Sixteenth Street NW. at
Piney Branch, and for other purposes; and

A bill (8. 1095) to authorize the surveyor of the District of
Columbia to adopt the system of designating Iand in the Dis-
triet of Columbia in force in the office of the assessor of said
Distriet (with accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on the
District- of Columbin.

By Mr. MARTIN of Virginia:

A bill (8. 1096) to provide for acquirement, by condemnation, of
lands at Cape Ilenry, Va., for the purpose of fortifieation and
coast defense; to the Committee on Coast Defenses.

A bill (8. 1097) for the erection of a monument to the mem-
ory of Matthew I'ontaine Maury, of Virginia; and

A bill (8.1008) for the crection of n monument to the mem-
ory of Gen. William Campbell; to the Committee on the Library.

A bill (S. 1099) to establish the Fredericksburg and Adja-
cent National Battle Fields Memorial Park, in the State of Vir-
ginia;

A pill (8. 1100) authorizing the Seerctary of War to have
consiructed maeadamized roadbeds on the roads along the
ecastern boundary of the Arlington National Cemetery and along
the westerly boundary of the Fort Myer (Va.) Reservation;
and

A bill (8. 1101) auothorizing the Secretary of War to have
constructed a direet road leading from the southern end of
the new highway bridge across the Potomace River to the National
Cemetery at Arlington and Fort Myer; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr., McCUMBER:

A bill (8. 1102) for the relief of Ethel M. Young; to the Com-
mittee on Public Lands.

A bill (8. 1103) conferring jurisdiction on the Court of Claims
to hear and determine the claims of Choctaw and Chickasaw
Indians (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Indian Affairs.

A bill (8. 1104) to amend section 1 of an act entitled “An
aet granting pensions to certain enlisted men, soldiers and
officers, who served in the Civil War and the War with
Mexico”;

A bill (8. 1105) granting a pension to Priseilln I. Howe
(with accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 1106) granting an increase of pension to John
Clause (with accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 1107) granting an increase of pension to Paul A.
Greely (with accompanying papers) ;

A Dill (8. 1108) granting a pension to Oliver H. Perry (with
accompanying papers) ;

A bill (S. 1109) granting a pension to Delbert Cross (with
accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 1110) granting an inerease of pension to Lafayette
M. Bratton (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1111) granting an increase of pension to George
Heflen (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 1112) granting an increase of pension to Franklin
I-‘{eﬂcn (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
sions,

By Mr. KERN:

A Dbill (8. 1113) granting a pension to Adelia M. Custer (with
accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 1114) granting an increase of pension to John Gold-
smith (with accompanying papers) ;

A Dill (8. 1115) granting an increase of pension to Christian
C. Bradymeyer (with nccompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 1116) granting an increase of pension to William
R. Harris;

A bill (S. 1117) granting a pension to Jennle West;

D.—L lnl}l{ (8. 1118) granting an increase of pension to Ryland W.
arnall;

A bill (8. 1119) granting an increase of pension to Nathan H,
Miller (with accompanying paper); -

A bill (8. 1120) granting an increase of pension to Jared C.
Meck (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bHI (5. 1121) granting an increase of pension to William
Tinder (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pen-
sions,

By Mr. JONES:

A bill (8. 1122) to amend section 2291 of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States relating to homestead entries; to the
Comuittee on Publie Lands.

A DIl (8. 1128) to establish a branch soldiers’ liome in the
State of Washlington; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A Db (8. 1124) granting pengions to certain officers and en-
listed men of the Life-Saving Service and to their widows and
wminor children; to the Committee on Commerce.

By My, OLIVER:

A BIL (8. 1125) granting a pension to Jolin Donnelly; to the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRISTOW :

A Dbill (8. 1126) granting an increase of pension to Lewis
Hashman (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Penslons.

By My. GAMBLE:

A bill (8. 1127) to authorize the sale and disposition of the
surplus and unallotted lands in the Lower Drule Iudian Reser-
vation, in the State of South Dakota, and making appropria-
tion to earry the same into effect; to the Commitfee on Indian
Aflnirs.

A Dill (8. 1128) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide
for the adjudication and payment of claims arising from In-
dian depredations,” approved March 3, 1891; to the Committee
on Indian Depredations,

A bill (8, 1129) regulating the settlement of the accounts be-
tween the United States and the several States relative to the
disposition of the public lands, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

A bill (8. 1130) granting an increase of pension to Christo-
pher C. Yancey, alins Christopher Columbus; fo the Committee
on Pensions.

By Mr. OCLARK of Wyoming:

A bill (8. 1131) for the velief of Edward O. Andre; to the
Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 1182) to provide for the erection of a publie build-
ing in the city of Douglas, in the State of Wyoming; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.
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By Mr. SHIVELY :

g .-\_“bili (8. 1133) granting an increase of pension to Calvin
mith;

A bill (8. 1134) granting an inerease of pension to Albert F.
Reyuolds;

A Dbill (8, 1135) granting an increase of pension to William
H. Rupe;

A bill (8. 11236) granting an increase of pension to Libbins
W. Davis;

A b:ll (8. 1137) granting an increase of pension to John
Denny

A bi]l (8. 1138) granting an increase of pension to William
H. Power; and

A bill (S. 1139) granting a pension to Elijah Watts (with
ac{:umlmnrlng papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. SWANSON:

A bill (8. 1140) for the relief of the Southern Railway Co.;
to the Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 1141) to repeal section 3480 of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

A bill (8. 1142) to protect the monuments already erected on
the battlefields of Bull Run, Va., and other monuments that
may be there erected; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Ly Mr. I’O\ILIIL\'E

A Dbill (S. 1143) granting an increase of pension to John 8.
Armstrong ;

A Dbill (8. 1144) granting an increase of pension to Samuel
Conrad ;

A bill (S, 114.;) granting an increase of penslon to John
Turner;

A bill (8. 1146) granting an increase of pension to Willinm
Donnelly; -

A Dbill (8. 1147) granting an increase of pension to "William
¥. Hart; and

A bill (8. 1148) grnnting an increase of pension to Spencer
Ford (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen-
slons,

By Mr. NELSON:

A bill (8. 1149) permitting the Minneapolis, St. Paul & Sault
Ste, Marie Railway Co. to construct, maintain, and operate a
railroad bridge across the St. Croix River between the States of
Wisconsin and Minnesota; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. LODGE:

A bill (8. 1150) to amend an act entitled “An act to codify,
revise, and amend the laws relating to the jondiciary " (with ac-
companying papers) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROOT :

A Dill (S.1151) granting an increase of pension to Louise BE.
Otis;

A bill (8. 1152) granting an increase of pension to Mary
Bradford Crowninshield; and

A bill (8. 1153) granting an lncrease of pension to Caroline
Augusta Erben; to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (8. 1154) for the relief of F. W. Theodore Schroeter;
and

A bill (8. 1155) to carry into effect the findings of the Court
of Claims in the claim of Elizabeth B. Eddy; to the Committee
on Claims.

iy Mr. HEYBURN:

A bill (8. 1156) granting a pension to Marcin M. Maris (with
an accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRANDEGER:

A bill (8. 1157) granting a pension to Catherine M. Burdick;

A DIl (8. 1158) granting a pension to Mary I. Clark;

A bill (8. 1159) granting a pension to Eliza F. '1‘11cher' and

A Dill (8. 1160) granting an increase of pension to Bertha H.
Tiesler; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. PERKINS:

A bill (8. 1161) for the relief of Edward 8. Salomon; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE:

A bill (S, 1162) relating to the removal of employees of the
Government in the classified civil service; to the Committee on
Civil Service and Retrenchment.

By Mr. BURNHAM :

A bill (8.1163) granting an increase of pension to Samuel H,
Atwood; and

A bill (8. 1164) granting an increase of pension to James A,
Hibbard (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions,

By Mr. CLAPP:

A bill (8. 1165) granting an increase of pension to Zacheus
i?oru;':er (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
*ensions.

By Mr, TOWNSEND :

A Dbill (8. 1166) granting an increase of pension to John W.
Doane; and

A bill (8. 1167) granting an increase of pension to Eliag
Sh \ﬂ{‘l ; to the Committee on Pensions.

3y Mr. SHIVELY :

A bill (8. 1168) for the relief of Christopher C. McCamment;

A b (8. 1169) for the relief of John Vankirk;

A Dbill (8. 1170) for the relief of Nathan Mendenhall;

A bill (8. 1171) to remedy in the line of the Army the In-
equalities in rank due to the past system of regimental promo-
tion; and

A bill (8. 1172) for the relief of Herman Iisher; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, BACON:

A bill (8. 1173) granting an inerease of pcm!on to Gertrude
L. Jolngon ; to the Commitiee on ensions.

By Mr. B()UI{NE:

A bill (8. 1174) to amend the nct of May 22, 1002, establish-
ing Crater Lake National Park, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

A DL (8. 1175) to authorize the purchase of a site and
erection of a publie building at Astoria, Oreg.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

A Dill (8. 1176G) to establish a biological station for the study
of fish diseases; to the Commlittee on Fisheries.

By Mr. WILLIAMS:

A bill (8. 1177) granting a pension to Fred. G. Rockel;

A bill (8. 1178) eranting a pension to Frederick Hess;

.} bill (8. 1179) granting a pension to Maria Chotard Conner;
an(

A bill (8. 1180) granting an Increase of pension to Joseph H.
Kent; fo the Committee on Pensions.

A Dbill (8. 1181) for the relief of John M. Maymnor (with
accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. OWEN:

A bill (8. 1182) to promote the ef!iciencv of the Public Health
and Marine-Hospital Service; to the Committee on Publie
Henlth and National Quarantine.

A bill (8. 1183) providing for the deposit of Indian funds in
Oklahoma ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

A bill (8. 1184) granting an increase of pension to George
Bond (with accompanying papers) ; and

A bill (8. 1185) granting an increase of pension to Stoughton
A. Cheever (with accompunying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions,

By Mr. STEPHENSON:

A DIl (8. 1186) granting an increase of pension to Samuel S.
Armstrong (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1187) granting an inerense of pension to Larentz
Czarnezkl (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1188) granting an increase of pension to John Bett-
ner (with accompanying papers) ;

A hill (8. 1189) granting an increase of pension to John Busha
(with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1190) granting an increase of pension to William
Eldridge (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1191) granting an increase of pension to Joseph
Leasure, jr. (with accompanying paper) ;

A bill (8. 1102) granting an increase of pension to Washing-
ton H. Wells (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1193) granting an increase of pension to Benjamin
Thomas (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1194) granting an increase of pension to Christian
Miller (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (8. 1195) granting an increase of pension to Albert C.
Jefferson ;

A bill (8. 1196) granting an Increase of pension to Robert J.
Fry;

r‘{ bill (8. 1197) granting an increasc of pension to William
A. Cutler;

A bill (8. 1198) grautlng an increase of penslon to Leander
Chapman ;

A bill (8.1199) granting an increase of pension to John Bur-

ritt:

A bill 8. 1200) granting an increase of pension to Robert
Murray ;

A bill (8. 1201) granting an increase of pension to John Me-
Eathron;

A bill (8.1202) granting a pension to Henry Le Marsh;

A bill (8. 1203) granting an increase of pension to Joseph La
Duke; :

A bill (8. 1204) granting a pension to Anna P, La Duke;

A Dbill (8. 1205) granting an increase of pension to John
Jones ;
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A Dbill (8. 1206)
H. Ridgman;

A Dbill (8. 1207)
Powers;

A il (S. 1208)
Porterfield ;

A Dbill (S. 1209)
Park:;

A l:Ill (8. 1210) granting an increase of pension to David J.
Ryun

);1 lnl] (S. 1211) granting an increase of pension to Ole A.
Thompson; and

A Dbill (S 1212) granting an inecrease of pension to Franklin
8. Woodnorth; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. JONES:

A bill (8. 1213) granting a pension to Fred T. Macomber;

A Dill (S. 1214) granting an increase of pension to Lyman C.
Brown;

A bill (8. 1215) granting an increase of pension to Alfred B.
Wilcox ;

A bill (8. 1216) granting an increase of pension to Samuel
Maleolm;

A bill (8. 1217) granting an increase of pension to Alfred B.

granting an increase of pension to William
granting an increase of pension to Thomas
granting an increase of pension to John G.

granting an increase of pension to John M.

0011 ;

A bill (8. 1218) granting an increase of pension to John
Thompson ;

A Dill (S, 1219) granting a pension to Willinm S. Davidson;
and

A bill (8. 1220) granting an increase of pension to George I.
Raulston; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. CURTIS:

A Dbill (S. 1221) granting an increase of pension to Wyatt C.
Crawford ;

A bill (8. 1222) granting an increase of pension to Ephraim
Edmondson ; ;

I"A bill (8.71223) granting an increase of pension to George M.
rierce;

A Dbill (8, 1224) granting a pension to John W. Massey ;
= A bill (8. 1225) granting an increase of pension to George H.

roCger ;

A DIl (8. 1226) granting a pension to Louisa A. Ritchey;

A Dill (8. 1227) granting an increase of pension to Sarah
E. Jackson (with accompanying papers) ;

A Dbill (8. 1228) granting an increase of pension to Edward
Jenison (with accompanying papers) ;

A bill (S. 1229) grantiing an increase of pension to William
Carter (with accompanying papers) ; and

A Dbill (8. 1230) for the relief of John P, Roberson (with ac-
companying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

A Dbill (8. 1281) for the relief of the heirs of John W. West,
deceased; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

A bill (S 1232) for the relief of Angeline L. Gray; to the
Committee on Claims.

A bill (8. 1233) for the relief of Lewis H. Guest; and

A Dbill (8. 1234) to correct the military record of Alfred
Rebsamen (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. MARTIN of Virginia:

A Dbill (8. 1235) for the ercction of a memorial on the grounds
of William and Mary College, Williamsburg, Va., in honor of
Hon. Peyton Randolph, first President of the Ccnt[neutal Con-
gress; to the Committee on the Library.

A bill (8. 1236) to place Dr. Henry Smith on the retired list
of the Army; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A Dill (8, 1237) for the promotion of Joseph A. O'Connor,
carpenter in the United States Navy, to the rank of cliief car-
penter, and place him on the retired list;

A bill (8. 1288) providing for the promotion of Chief Boat-
swain Patrick Deery, United States Navy; and

A Dbill (S 1239) to appoint Holmes I, Offley upon the retired
list of the Navy with the rank of lieutenant; to the Committee
on Naval Affairs.

A bill (S. 1240) to carry out the findings of the Court of
Claims in the cases herein enumerated ;

A bill (8. 1241) for the relief of John S. Mann and the estate
of Lewis W. Muann, deceased;

A bill (8. 1242) for the relief of W. T, Flippin, administrator
of John F, Flippin, deceased ;

A bill (8. 1243) for the relief of the estate of Willinm D.
Wright, deceased ;

A Dill (8. 1244) for the relief of Joseph IT. Shafer;

A Dill (8. 1245) for the relief of George M. Fry;

A bill (8. 1246) for the relief of G. W. Browder;

A Dill (8. 1247) for the relief of John W, Fairfax;

XLVIT—20

A Dbill (8. 1248) for the relief of David R. Mister;

A bill (8. 1249) for the relief of Adam Carpenter;

A bill (8. 1250) for the relief of Joseph T. Chance and the
helrs of John R. Burton, deceased;

A bill (8. 1251) for the relief of Thomas Johnson or his legal
representatives;

A bill (8. 1252) for the relief of the heirs of Lemmus J.
Spence, deceased ;

A bill (8. 1""’) for the relief of the estate of Thomas II. Nel-
son, deceased ;

A Dill (8. 1254) for the relief of George S. Ayre;

A Dbill (8. 1255) for the relief of William T. Miles;

A bill (8. 1256) for the relief of the estate of Arthur F. Clift,
deceased ;

A bill (8. 1257) for the relief of the legal heirs of the late L.
Claiborne Jones;

A bill (8. 1258) for the relief of the helrs of James Dowles,
deceased ;

z A l}lll (S. 1259) for the relief of the estate of Letitin Tyler
emple;

A bill (8. 1260) for the relief of the estate of James G.
Hodges, deceased;

A bill (S. 1261) for the relief of the legal representatives of
the estate of John Heater;

A bill (8. 1262) for the relief of E. A. R. Wyatt, heir of Ed-
ward A. Wyatt, deceased;

A bill (8. 1263) for the relief of H, L. DBriscoe, heir of Sarah
Briscoe;

A bill (8. 1264) for the relief of Joseph C. Boggs;

A bill (S.12065) for the rellef of the heirs of William Walton,
deceased ;

A bill (S. 1266) for the relief of the heirs of William Samuel
Custis;

A bill (8. 1267) for the relief of Wesley Rankins;

A bill (8. 1268) for the relief of Luther H. Potterfield; -

A bill (8. 1269) for the relief of Bland Massie;

A Dbill (8. 1270) for the relief of John Henry Edwards;

A Dbill (8. 1271) for the relief of the estate of Mary N.
deceased ;

A Dbill (8. 1272) for the relief of 1. H. Hayden and Emma
Hayden, executrix of the estate of Logan F. Hayden, deceased ;

A Dbill (8. 1273) for the relief of Bolivar Sheild;

A bill (8. 1274) for the relief of the heirs of Robert L.
Martin;

A Dbill (8. 1275) for the relief of the estate of H. F. Cocke,
deceased ;

A bill (8. 1270) for the relief of the estate of William A.
Coffman, deceased;

A bill (8. 1277) for the relief of heirs and estate of Joseph
Dlosser, deceased;

A bill (8. 12'{8) for the rellef of C. N. Rash;

A bill (8. 1279) for the relief of the estate of Jacob Cook,
deceased;

A bill (8. 1280) for the relief of the estate of Simeon H.
Wootton, deceased;

A bill (8. 1281) for the relief of Joseph IE. Funkhouser;

A Dbill (8. 1282) for the relief of the estate of Branon
Thatcher, deceased;

A bill (8. 1283) conferring jurisdiction on the Court of Claims
to try, adjudieate, and determine certain eclaims for compen-
sation for earrying the mails and pay for the discontinuance of
postal service;

A bill (8. 1284) for the relief of Tyree Bros.;

A bill (8. 1285) for the relief of William Colcornn'

A bill (8. 128G) for the relief of the heirs of John I, Lewis,
deceased ;

A bill (8. 1287) for the relief of Norval Cox and heirs of
Robert Rollins, deceased ;

A Dill (8. 1288) for the relief of the heirs of Matthew Smith,
deceased ;

A bill (8. 1289) for the relief of Robert 1. Jackson;

A bill (8. 1290) to reimburse J. H. Whealton for moneys paid
by him as surety for C W. Fullerton, late postmaster of
Whealton, Va.;

A bill (8. 1201) for the relief of Mary Cornick;

A bill (8, 1292) for the relief of James H. Hottel ;

A bill (8. 1203) for the relief of Herbert Thompson ;

A bill (8. 1294) for the relief of Harrison Capp;

A bill (8. 1295) for the relief of John W. Ritenour;

A bill (8. 1296) for the relief of Fulda V. Coffer;

A bill (8. 1207) for the relief of the estate of George .
Loehr, deceased ;

A bill (S. 1"98) for the relief of the heirs of Susan M.
Pendleton, deceased ;

Cox, .
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A bill (8. 1299) for the relief of the heirs of J. D. Makely,
deceased ;

A bill (S, 1300) for the relief of the estate of Brandt Kinch-
eloe, deceased ;

A bill (8. 1301) for the relief of the estale of John Jett,
deceased ;

A bill (8. 1302) for the relief of Mrs. C. N. Graves, widow
of R. I. Grave, jr., deceased;

A bill (8. 1303) for the relief of the heirs of John A, Jones,
decensed ;

A bill (8. 1304) to provide for the payment of certain moneys
advanced by the States of Virginia and Maryland to the United
States Government to be applied toward erecting public build-
ings for the Federal Government in the District of Columbia;

A bill (8. 1305) for the relief of Laura V. Phipps;

A bill (8. 1306) for the relief of Tilman Jeter;

A Dbill (8. 1807) for the relief of A. O. Tucker;

A bill (8. 1308) for the relief of Martin Maddux;

A Dill (8.1209) for the relief of Benjamin P. Loyall;

A Dill (8. 1310) for the relief of Elise Trigg Shields;

A bill (8. 1311) for the relief of Frank Hoskins;

A bill (8. 1312) for the relief of the Seaboard Air Line
Railway;

A bill (8. 1313) for the relief of Edgar M. Wilson, adminis-
tfrator of Thomas IB. Van Buren, deceased;

A bill (8. 1314) for the relief of the Richmond Locomotive
Works, successor of the Richmond Locomotive and Machine
Works;

A bill (8. 1315) for the relief of the Potomac Steamboat Co. ;

A bill (8. 1316) for the rellef of ihe heirs at law of Capt
John Lewis;

A bill (8. 1317) for the relief of heirs and estate of James
Jones, deceased;

A bill (8. 1318) for the relief of Abraham Kellar;

A bill (8. 1319) for the relief of the legal representative of
William €. Read;

A bill (8. 1320) for the relief of the heirs or estate of Samuel
Sheetz, decensed;

A bill (8. 1321) for the relief of the heirs of William South-
worth, deceased:

A bill (8. 1322) for the relief of Granville J. Kelly;

A bill (8. 1323) for the relief of the legal representatives of
Alexander K. Phillips, deceased; and

A bill (S. 1324) for the relief of Mary E. Collier; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BRADLEY :

A bill (8. 1325) granting an increase of pension to Daniel G.
Bowles; and

A bill (8, 1326) granting an increase of pension to Amos
Brough; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. OWEN:

A joint resolution (8. J. Iles, 15) proposing an amendment to
the Constitution providing that Senators shall be elected by the
people of the several States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 16) approving the constitutions
formed by the constitutional conventions of the Territories of
New Mexico and Arizona; and

A joint resolution (8, J. Res. 17) approving the constitutions
formed by the constitutional conventions of the Territories of
New Mexico and Arizona; to the Committee on Territories.

By Mr. CURTIS:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 18) authorizing free or re-
duced transportafion to members of the Grand Army of the
Republic and others whenever attending regular annual en-
campments, reunions, or conventions, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

MOXUMENT TO GEORGE ROGERS CLARK.

Alr. BRADLEY, I introduce a bill and ask that it be read.

The bill (8. 1327) to provide for the selection and purchase
of a site for and erection of a monument or memorial to the
memory of Gen. George Rogers Clark was read the first time by
its title, the second time at length, and referred to the Com-
mittee on the Library, as follows:

Whereas Gen. George Nogers Clark, under seeming impossibilities,
through the severest hardships that ever attended any successfol mill-
tary campaign, and by the exercise of the most wonderful 1ship
recorded in the annals of histor;jy. won and secured to the United States
our immense northwestern territory, making feasible the acguisition of
the vnst territory embraced in the Loulsiana Purchase, thereby winning
for himself the name of * the Empire Builder of the West™ ; and

Whelrcas his remains are now Interred. in Cave Hill Cemetery, near
Louisville, Ky., unmarked excel)t by a modest beadstone ; Therefore

Be it enacted, cte., That Willlam H, Taft, Theodore Roosevelt, John
M. Harlan, Champ Clark, and Thomas R. Marshall be, and they are
hereby, created n commission to be known as “ The Clark monument or
memorial commission ™ to select and procure a loeation at some point in
Jefferson len'l{; Ky., and to select n g-;]nn and desizn for a monument
or memorial to be erected in sald county to the memory of Gen. George
Rogers Clark, subject to the approval of Congress.

Spc. 2. That in the dlscharge of its duties hereunder said commis-
glon is authorlzed to emploi the services of such artists, sculptors,
architects, and others as it shall deem necessary, and to availl [tself of
the services or advice of the Commission of Fine Arts, created Ly the
net approved May 17, 1010.

B8Ec. 3. That this construction shall be entered upon as speedily, as
practicable after the plan and design therefor is determined upon and
approved by Congress, and shall be prosccuted to completion under the
direction of sald commission and the Secretary of War, under a contract
hereby authorized to be entered into by said Secretary In a total sum
not exceeding $300,000.

SEC. 4. That vacancies oceurring in the membership of the commis-
slon shall be filled by appointment by the President of the United
States: Provided, That no member hereby or hereafter appointed shall
recelve any compensation for his services save necessary expenses
curred thereby.

Bec. 5. That to defray the necessary expenses of the commisslon
i:;:gc'l;n e:;%alilc:ﬂ }'mid thefeost ﬁ_‘f {»ﬁomriin » pl:lllns or diim:d fml- a monui

nt or memorial as aforesald, there is hereby appropriat the sum o
$10,000, to be immediately available. A
esﬁﬁtg'of'n{lgg :;lg uﬁgm?lgzion shall su:u:mstilly]r}e ‘“hm“dg& g;mgrnss :ui

of money necessa T 'y
the work herein authorlzed. il s = et

PUBLICITY OF ELECTION CONTRIBUTIONS,

Mr. OWEN submitfted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H. R. 2058) to amend an act entitled “An
act providing for publicity of contributions made for the purs
pose of influencing elections at which Representatives in Con-
gress are elected,” which was referred to the Committee on
Privileges and Elections and ordered to be printed.

HOUSE BILL AND JOINT BESOLUTION REFERRED.

H. R.2958. An act to amend an act entitled “An act provia-
ing for publicity of confributions made for the purpose of in-
fluencing elections at which Representatives in Congress are
elected,” was read twice by its title and referred to the Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections.

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 39) proposing an amendment
to the Constitution providing that Senators shall be elected by
the people of the several States was read twice by its title.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be no objection, the joint
resolution will be referred to the Committee on the Judiclary.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I think the joint resolu-
tion ought to go to the Committee on Privileges and Elections.
Similar joint resolutions formerly went to that committee, with
the exception of a joint resolution in the last Congress.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the
joint resolution will be referred to the Committee on Privileges
and Elections.

DOARD OF MANAGERS, NATIONAL SOLDIERS' ITOME.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I introduce a joint resolution,
and ask unanimous consent for its present consideration.

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 14) for appointment of a
member of the Board of Managers of the National Home for
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers was read the first time by its title
and the second time at length, as follows:

Resolved, ele., That Hon, Nathan Bay Scott, of West Virginia, be,
and he is hereby, appointed as a member of the Board of Managers o
the National ome for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers of the United
Btates, to succeed Capt. Henry E. Palmer, deceased, whose term of
office would cxpire April 21, 1016.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The Senator from Wyoming asks
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the joint
resolution. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate withont
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Alr. BROWN subseguently said: I enter a motion to re-
consider the vote by which in my absence this morning Senate
joint resolution 14, with reference to a vacancy in the Board
of Managers of the Soldiers’ Home, was passed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Nebraska cnters
a motion for a reconsideration of the votes by which Senate
joint resolution 14 was engrossed, read the third time, and
passed.

HEARINGS BDEFORE COMMITTEE ON AMILITARY AFFAIRS.

Mr. WARREN submitted the following resolution (S. Res,
20), which was read and referred to the Committee to Audit
and Control the Contingent IIxpenses of the Senate:

Resclved, That the Committece on Military Affalrs, or any subcom-
mittee thereof, be anthorized to send for persons and papers and to ad-
minister oaths and to employ a stenographer to report such hearings
as may be had in connection with any subject which may be pending
before said committee, and to have the same printed for its use; that
the committee may sit during the sesslons or recesses of the Benate,
gnd Itllat the expense thereof be paid out of the contingent fund of the

enate.
AFFATES IN MEXICO.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I send to the desk a resolution
which I ask may be read and lie on the table. At a later day
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I will move its reference to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. I desire, however, before that is done at an early day,
possibly at the next meeting of the Senate, to make the reso-
lution the basis of some observations.

The resolution (8. Res. 19) was read and ordered to lle on
the table, as follows:

Whereas a condition of turbulemce and disorder prevalls throughout
the Itepublic of Mexico; and

Whereas as a result of such turbulence and disorder, 1t I8 reported
that the lives of a large number of American citizens resident in Mex-
ico are imperiled, and that their property is in danger of lawless ap-
pml riation by bands of irresponsible men; and

Whereas in conflicts between the military forces of the Mexlean
Government and revolutionists near the border line between the United
Btates and Mexleo several Amerlean eltizens on the American side of
the houndary line have been slain as the result of Mexicans firing across
the line, and other American eitizens while peaceably pursulng their
avoentions or while in their homes have been wounded ; and

Whereas a great and important publiec work on the Colorado River in
Tower California is belng constructed by Amerleans, and for which work
Congress has made a large appropriation, and which work is being con-
gtrueted on the Mexican side by American englneers and contractors
under an agreement made with the Mexican Government, is heing ob-
structed and endangered by repeated interferences of lawless bands of
Mexican revolutionists who have at different times appropriated prop-
erty of the contractors engaged in the work and have so seriously de-
layed the work as to greatly endanger it by threatening the llves of
workmen and thus disorganizing the working force; and

Whereas numerous leading newspapers in Europe, especially in Lon-
don, report that certain European Governments, many of whose sub-
jects and citizens reside in Mexico apd have large property interests
there, are contemplating some Intervention by force in the affairs of the
Mexlean Republic, ostensibly for the protection of the lives and Interests
of their people; and

Whereas one European power has already landed on Mexican territory
an armed force of marines from one of its warships under the pretense
ordpre\'enting an attack upon a Mexican town by revolutionary forces;
an

Whereas this unfortunate condition In the governmental and political
affairs of Mexico appears to grow worse and more acute from day to
day : Thercfore be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign Relations be, and hereby is,
directed to make speedy 1n|}ulry into the facts reecited in the preamble
hereto and Into such other facts as sald committee may deem necessary
to n complete explanation and exposition of the actual conditions pre-
vaillng In Mexico, and said committee is directed to make report of its
findings, with sueh recommendations as the committee may deem ad-
wvisable, respecting the duty of the United States in the premises, and
which report may be made fo the Senate in open or executive sesslon,
as the sald committee may deem most expedient in the publie interest.

AMENDMENTS TO TARIFF BILLS,

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, in pursuance of a notice
heretofore given by me, I submit the following resolution, which
I ask may be read and referred to the Committee on Rules.

The resolution (8. Res. 18) was read and referred to the
Committee on Rules, as follows:

Resolved, That there be added as one of the standing rules of the
Senate the following, to wit:

“That no amendment to any blll passed by the House amending
or changing by general application the Import duties prescribed b,
existing law shall be in order or allowed In the Senate unless suc
proposed amendment seeks to amend or change a paragraph or item
embraced in the schedule or sehedules, all or a part of which is sought
to be amended or changed by the Honse bill, or unless such proposed
amendment is directly related to the subject matier of the House bill
and Is germane thereto.”

ELECTION OF SENATORS BY DIRECT VOTE.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I noticed a mo-
ment ago that House joint resolution 30 providing for the
direct election of Senators by the people was referred to the
Committee on Privileges and Elections. During the last Con-
gress a similar joint resolution, introduced by the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. Bristow], was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary and was there considered and reported to the Senate.
In looking up the precedents with regard to resolutions upon
ihis particular subject I find that prior fo the last Congress ref-
erenves had been made to the Committee on Privileges and
Ilections, I make this statement now so as to account, perhaps,
for the fact that I did not ask that the joint resolution go in
this case to the Committee on the Judiclary and did not object
to its being placed in the Committee on Privileges and Elec-
tions.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I ask, for information,
whether it is true that other joint resolutions with reference
to the election of Senators by direct vote have gone at this
gession to the Judiciary Committee?

Mr. BACON, Yes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. As a matter of information, the
Chair, of his own knowledge, can not tell the Senator. The
Secretary informs the Chair, however, that they have been so
referred. It would be the Chair's notion to refer such joint
resolutions to the Committee on the Judiciary; but a request
otherwise was made, and by unanimous consent, the matter
being put by the Chair to the Senate, the reference was made
to the Committee on Privileges and Elections.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, in the interest of uniformity
of procedure, if there is no graver reason—and I think perhaps

other reasons might be shown—resolutions on this subject
should be referred to some one committee; the appropriate com-
mittee shounld be determined; and the question being before the
Senate, it might as well be determined now as at another time.
I ask unanimous consent that all bills or resolutions heretofore
introduced in the Senate at this session of Congress directed to
i change in the sysiem of electing United States Senators be
referred to the Committee on Privileges and Elections. For
that purpose I also ask unanimous consent that the Committee
on the Judiciary be discharged from the further consideration
of all bills and joint resolutions relating to the election of Sena-
tors by direct vote of the people which may have heretofore at
the present session been referred to it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho asks
unanimous consent that the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from the further consideration of all Lills and Jjoint
resolutions relating to the election of Senators by direet vote
of the people which have been introduced at this session of Con-
gress and referred to that committee, and that such bills and
Joint resolutions be referred to the Committee on Privileges
and Elections. Is there objection?

Mr. CULBERSON. T object to that.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I myself think that the joint
resolution which has been referred this morning to the Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections should be referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary. It relates not to the ordinary
matter of the privileges of the floor and the election of Senators,
but it relates to a change in the fundamental law of the land,
a change in the Constitution of the United States. If there is
any question which should be referred to the law committee of
the Senate, it is a proposition to make a change in the Con-
stitution.

It will not do to say, Mr. President, that such a question
should be referred to the Committee on Privileges and Elections
because of the fact that it relates to the particular matter of
an election, for, if that argument is good, then every proposition
to change the Constitution would, when presented, be referred
to some other committee than the Committee on the Judiciary.
It would be referred to some committee which had charge of a
sgbject that was more nearly related to the direct object of the
change.

The object of the appointment of a Judiciary Committee is
to have referred to it questions which affect the enactment of
Jaw which relates to the judiciary system and otlier matters
which relate strictly to a legal question. I think, therefore,
that all proposed changes in the Constitution ought to go to
the Judiciary Committee.

I will say that, of course, everybody recognizes that the law-
yers on the Committee on Privileges and Elections are just as
able as are the lawyers on the Judiciary Committee, but it is
not a fact that it Is necessary that all menibers of the Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections should be lawyers, whereas
it is considered necessary that all members of the Judiciary
Committee should be Iawyers.

This particular question is one that in the Inst Congress was
dealt with by the Judiciary Committee exclusively. That com-
mittee had charge of all proposed legislation upon that subject.
It brought a joint resolution into the Senate, which was acted
upon by the Senate, and other resolutions on the same lines
which have been introduced in the Senate during the present
session have alrendy been referred to the Judiciary Committee.

We have considered the guestion, Mr. I’resident, as fo the
reference of bills to the Judiciary Committee in relation to
other matters. I remember that in a former session—I have
forgotten whether it was in the last session—there was legigla-
tion proposed for Porto Rico tle nature of which properly
would bring it more directly to the consideration of the Judi-
ciary Committee. The question was raised whether it should
not go to the Committee on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico. It
was contended that it should go to that committee. There were
questions involved which related to the judicial system of Porto
Itico and other questions which related to the confirmation of
judicial officers in Porto Rico. The contention then was that
as we had a special committee to consider those matters the
proposed legislation should go to that committee rather than
to the Judiciary Committee. After consideration, it was deter-
mined that, while the legislation did relate to Porto Rican
matters, its nature was such as properly required its reference
to the Judiciary Committee.

Analogizing that to the present case, while it is true that this
proposed change relates to the election of Senators, the nature
of it involves the gravest of all considerations, such as should
be in charge, it seems to me, of the Judiciary Committee, I
trust that it may be so referred.
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Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, it is not my intention to
enter into an extended consideration of this question, but some
suggestions made by the Senator from Georgia in giving reasons
why this proposed legislation should go to the Judiclary Com-
uiittee seem to me to call for more than a passing notice.

The Senator, if I understood his remarks and their purport,
suggested that because of the gravity of the question, because of
the necessity for high consideration, it should go to the Ju-
diciary Committee. If I misunderstood the Senator, I should
be very glad to be corrected.

AMr. BACON. The Senator misunderstands me in a certain
applieation, certainly, if e thinks I used any such language as
that. I mean this: That the class of questions which properly
zoes to the Judiclary Committee is the clnss that relates to a
change in the Constitution, and that among the class of ques-
tions which should preperly go to the Judiciary Conunittee this
was one of the gravest. I do not mean to say, Mr. Prcah}cnt.
that a grave question ought not to be referrcd to the Committee
on Privileges and Elections. There could not be any graver
question before the Senate than the right of a Senator to his
seat on this fleor, and yet nobody would contend that because
of the fact that It was such a grave guestion it should go to the
Judieiary Committee.

I hope that fllustration disabuses the mind of the honorable
and lenrned Senator of any suggestion that I intended to imply
that because the question was grave it ought not to go to the
Committee an Privileges and Elections.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President——

Mr. BACON. I say, belonging to the class of questions which
should properly go to the Judiclary Committee, and being oune
glii ttthe gravest of that elass, it should go to the Judiciary Com-

ec.

Mr. HRYBURN. I did not intend to criticize the Senator.
I merely desired to draw forth such an expression as would
leave no question in the Recorp as to what the Senator from
Georgla intended by his remarks.

I am inclined to think that such a joint resolution should go
to the Committec on Privileges and Elections. It pertains to
the election of Senators and to their privilege as Senators. The
Judiciary Committee has nothing especially to do, more than
another, with such a question. Through accident, I think dur-
ing the Iast Congress, such a resolution went to the Committee
on the Judiciary and was reported out of that committee and
rejected by the Senate.

1t is not fair to the Committee on Privileges and Elections to
send matters of this kind to another committee, in view of the
fact that in the past, relying upon precedent or rather appealing
to it, such matters have been referred to and reported back
by the Committee on Privileges and Elections.

I regret that the ranking member of the Committece on Privi-
leres and Ilections is not present. I sent for him, but have not
been able to call his attention to the fact that this guestion is
being considered. I think it had better rest without action until
he is present.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I called attention
to the reference by the Chair to the Committee on Privileges
and Elections because of the fact that I cared not, as a member
of the Judiciary Committee, this morning to insist that that
committee be given the consideration of this particnlar joint
resolution. During the last Congress, as I before remarked,
a similar resolution was presented. It was then thought best
to send it to the Committee on Privileges and Elections, but
havinz in my mind exactly the idea suggested by the Senator
from Georgia, that this is a matter which went to the amend-
ment of the fundamental law of the land, and without personal
knowledge of the course that other like resolntions had taken
theretofore, I moved, and the motion was gustnined, that the
joint resolution go to the Committee on the Judiciary.

That commnittee has heretofore considered a like joint resolu-
tion and reported to the Senate the result of its labors. Since
that time my attention has been called to the fact that the
invariable practice of the Senate therctofore has been to send
this identical subject matter to the Committee on Privileges
and Elections; that that course was agreed to by the eminent
Senator from Massachusetts, Mr. Honr, who made one report
from the Committee on Privileges and Elections, and by the
Senator from Indiana, Mr. Turple, who made a minority report
from that committee. Therefore, and further in view of the
fact that the Judiciary Committee has also pending before it
now a4 similar resolution, I made no objection to the reference
as made by the Chair in the present instance.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
a message from the President of the United States.

Mr. CULBERSON. I ask what disposition has been made
of the joint resolution?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It was referred to the Comntittea
on Privileges and Elections, and that reference has not been
changed. No suggestion has been made to c¢hange it. The
Joint resolution is mow with the Committee on Privileges and
IElections.

My, CULBERSON. I move that the joint resolution be re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Henator from 'Pexas moves
that the Committee on Privileges and Elections be dis-
charged

Mr. CULBERSON. I will simply state that there is now
pending before that committes three joint resclutions on the
same subject, introduced at this session, and referred without
question at the time they were introduced.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, n single word. It was at
my instance, I Delieve, that the reference was made to the
Committee on Privilezes and Elections. I was cognizant of
the fact that always prior to the last session such reference
had been made, and I kept in mind the further faet that the
Committee on the Judiciary is a committee having a very large
number of bills before it—an overworked committee—while the
Committee on Privileges and Elections has practically nothing
to do, provided this joint resolution goes to the Committee on
the Judieiary. I believe that the reference as made is the
proper reference, and I trust that the committee will not be
discharged and the refercnce changed.

Mr. HEYBURN. I understand that the matter is in such a
position before the Senate that one objection earries it over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Texas moves
that the Committeec on Privileges and Elections be discharged
from the further consideration of the joint resolution,

ChMir- CULBERSON. That is not my motion I submit to the
air,

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the only motion——

Mr. CULBERSON. 1 uonderstood the Chair had made the
reference agninst its judgment.

The VICE PRESIDIENT. No; the Senator is incorrect in
the fact. The Chair had originally suggested a refercnce to
the Committee on the Judiciary. The Senator from New
Hampshire then asked that the reference be to the Commiitee
on Privileges and Elections, The Chair then stated, after wait-
ing a reasonable length of time, that unless there was objection
the reference would be as suggested by the Senator from New
Hampshire. That reference was made,

Some little time after—a lot of business intervening—the
matter was again brought up, at the present time. Now, the
joint resolution is with the Committee on Privileges and Elec-
tions.

Mr. CULBERSON. The joint resolution has been referred?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes.

Mr. CULBERSON. Now I move that the action of the Senate
in referring the joint resolution fo the Committce on Privileges
and Elections be reconsidered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is correct.

Mr. HEYBURN. T ask that that go over.

Mr. CULBERSON. Not to discharge the committee, in that
form, nor was any such purpese intended by me originally.

Mr. HEYBURN. I ask that tliec motion go over.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Senator from Georgla will
wait one moment, the Senator from Idaho asks that the mo-
tion of the Senator from Texas go over until to-mmorrow. 'The
Chair hardly thinks it is a motion which must go over a8 a
matter of right. A motion to discharge the committee would
have to go over, but a motion to reconsider {he action of the
Senate just taken does not have to go over, the Chair thinks,
under the rule.

Mr. HEYBURN. I do not controvert the decision of the
Chair, for I think the Chair is correct, but I think the motion
is an improper one, because, as I understand the rule, no mo-
tion can be made during the morning hour thnt does not go
over under objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion would not be in order
before 1 o'clock, the Chair thinks.

Mr. BACON. I desire, with the permission of the Chair, to
make a suggestion. While the Chair has directed that the joint
resolution be sent to the Commitiee cn Privileges and Elections,
it has not in fact been so sent. The commitiee has never heen
charged with if, has never received it, nnd really a motion to
discharge the committee would not be in order. T want to
say this

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is not the motion,

Mr. BACON. I understand that.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Texas changed
his motion.
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Mr. BACON. I was elmply premising that. The sugzgestion
I wish to make is that in every tribunal, whether a legislative
tribunal or a judicial tribunal, matters swhich are in process of
disposition, until finally acted upon, are what are known in the
legal procedure as in gremio legis—that is, in the bosom of the
body; and it is not necessary, in my opinion, that there should
be any motion to reconsider or any motion to discharge. It is
=~ gimply sufficient for the bedy now having the matter still in its
hands, it not having passed from it, simply to determine that
it should go to such a committee rather than to the one pre-
viously indicated.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Chair thinks that when busi-
ness has intervened following a reference, the reference stands
until the Senate takes some other action, but the Chair further
thinks that the motion of the Senator from Texas would not be
in order until after 1 o'clock. Then the motion could be made.

Mr. CULBERSON. I can enter it at this time,

The VICE PRESIDINT. Ob, yes.

Mr. CULBERSON. Which is practically what I have done.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Very well

Mr. LODGE. If I may venture to make a-suggestion, the
desire is to carry the joint resolution over. Supposing the mo-
tion to reconsider prevails; that brings the joint resolution
before the Senate again for its first reading. Of course, the
secondt‘readjng on the same day can only be had by unanimous
consen -

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is correct,

Mr. LODGE. And a single ebjection to its second reading on
the same day would send it over, which would carry the gues-
tion of reference with it.

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, I was necessarlly detained from
the Chamber when this matter first arose, and I de not know
that I am entirely familiar with the situation. As I under-
stand, the reference was made to the Committee on Privileges
and Hlections; that thereafter the Senator from Texas made a
motion to reconsider that reference; and that that motion, in
the opinion of the Chair, could not be made, as a matter of fact,
until 1 o'clock. If that is the situation, I do not care at this
time to take up the time of the Senate——

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the situation.

Mr. BORAH., In discussing the matter, but will wait until
the appropriate time to do so, at 1 o'clock.

LAYWS OF PORTO BICO.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States (8. Doc. No.
813, 61st Cong., 3d sess.), which was read, and, with the accom-
panying papers, referred to the Committee on Pacific Islands
and Porto Rico and ordered to be printed (S. Doe, 11):

" To the Senate and House of Representatives:

As required by section 31 of the act of Congress approved
April 12, 1911, entitled “An act temporarily to provide revenues
and a civil government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes,”
I transmit herewith copies of the acts and resolutions enacted
by the Legislative Assembly of Porto Rico during the session
beginning January 9 and ending March 9, 1911.

War. H. TarT,

Tuae WiuTe Housk, April 17, 1911.

RELATIONS WITH JTAPAN.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, on January 80, 1911, American
citizens resident in Japan held a meeting in Yokohama and
considered the relations between this country and Japan. They
adopted resolutions and some addresses were delivered, notably
one by the American ambassador to Japan. From his address
I desire to read into the REcozp two sentences, as follows:

Let me assure you, Mr. President, ladles, ard gentlemen—and I
ought to know something about it—that there is no cause under the sun
why there should be distrust between the people of these two coun-
tries. ' [Applause.] There are no questions of importance pending, and
no business being conducted dlgomntlcﬂlg which should exeite the
suspiclons or make the slightest treuble as between the two peoples.

This is not a very long pamphlet, and X should like to ask
that it be printed as a public document.

Mr. SMOOT. I have examined the pamphlet, and I think no
Senator will object to its publication as a document (8. Doc.
No. 8). I do hope, however, that in future where any outside
matters are desired to be published as public documents they
will first be submitted to the Committee on Printing, I have no
objection to the publication of this pamphlet.

The VICE PRIESIDENT. There being no objection, the order
is entered.

DANKRUPTCOY LAW.
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I ask to have printed as a Senate

document (8. Doc, No. 10) the United States bankruptey law of
July 1, 1898, and amendments thereto to June 25, 1910. Unl-

form system with marginal notes and index, and general orders
and forms in bankruptey, adopted and established by the Su-
preme Court of the United States November 28, 1508.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection that order is
entered.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I desire to ask also that 500 coples
of the document be printed for the document rcom of the Senate.
The request can either be passed upon now or referred to the
Committee on Printing.

There being no objection, the order was reduced to writing
and agreed to, as follows: .

Ordered, That 500 additlonal coples of Senate Document No, 10,

|_Bixty-second Congress, first session, United States bankruptey law, be

priuted for the use of the Sennte document room.
ADJOURNMENT TO THURSDAY.

Mr. GALLINGER. In view of certain circumstances relating
to the assignment of committees, which I need not explain, I
move that when the Senate adjourns to-day it adjourn to mect
on Thursday. i

The motion was agreed to.

CORSTITUTIONS OF NEW MEXICO AND ARIZONA.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I desire fo call up, for the purpose
&t S“meiéting some observations thereon, Senate joint resolu-

on No. 2. A

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Chair lays
before the Senate the joint resolution indicated, which will be
read by its title.

The SECRETARY. A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 2) approving
the constitutions formed by the constitutional conventions of
the Territory of New Mexico and the Territory of Arizona.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. President, the Sixty-first Congress
passed an act entitled “An act to enable the people of New
Mexico to form a constitution and State government and be
admitted to the Union on an equal footing with the original
States, and to enable the people of Arizona to form a constitu-
tion and State government and be admitted to the Union on an
equal footing with the original States.”” This act was approved
by the President on the 20th day of June, 1010.

On the 21st day of January, 1911, the people of New Mexico
adopted a constitution, and on the Tth day of February, 1911,
the people of Arizona adopted theirs. An effort was made in
the expiring moments of the last Congress to adopt House joint
resolution 295, approving the constitution of New Mexico, and
the purpose of the friends of the resolution, in the light of sub-
sequent events, seems to have been to admit New Mexico to
the Union and postpone or defeat the admission of Arizona,
But if this was the purpose it was defeated, because the friends
of Arizona were there to insist that the same treatment should
be accorded to the people of both Territories, and the splendid
fight made by the distinguished Senator from Oklahoma to sce
that equal and exact justice should be accorded to the people
gfdhuth is fresh in the minds of most of the Members of this

ody.

No enabling act was necessary under the Constitution, nor
under any law of Congress, to authorize the people of either
of these Territories to apply to Congress for admission to the
Union. On the contrary, the method of precedure has been
left entirely to the Stafes, and in some instances, notably upon
the admission of Vermont, Kentucky, Tennessee, Maine, Michi-
gan, Arkansas, Florida, Idaho, California, and Oregon, the
initial steps were taken for the preparation of their constitu-
tions and admission to the Union without any enabling acts
having been previously passed by Congress.

The act in question is the first in the history of our country
where provision has been made in a single act enabling two
Territories to take the initlal steps looking to the framing and
adoption of a constitution as preliminary to their knocking at
the doors of Congress for admission as component parts of the
Federal Union. The restrictions and limitations applicable to
each of the Territories in question are practically the same, and
I shnll insist that both Territories are entitled to admission at
one and the same time under the same terms and conditions, if
they have met the requirements of the Constitution and the act
of authorization, and the conditions exist in both which entitle
them to admission at the hands of this Congress.

I do not understand that any objection is made to their admis-
sion on the ground that the necessary conditions do not exist
in both to entitle them to admission, or that any abjection
whatsoever has heretofore been made to the admission of the
Territory of New Mexico, either because of any constitutional
inhibition or any alleged violation of the Constitution of the
United States in the provisions of the constitution which her
people have adopted and certified up through the proper chan-
nels for the approval of Congress, notwithstanding the fact
that they have adopted one entirely hostile to their best inter-
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ests; but it has been objected to the constitution adopted by
the people of Arizona that it is violative of that portion of sec-
tion 4 of Article IV of the Constitution of the United States,
which provides that—

The United States shall guarantee to every State in this Union a
republican form of govérnment.

If the constitution adopted by the constitutional eonvention
of Arizona is violative of this provision, it is also violative of
section 20 of the enabling act of June 20, 1910, which provides
in substance that the constitution of Arizona shall be republican
in form and shall make no distinction in civil or politieal rights
on account of race or color, and shall not be repugnant to the
Constitution of the United States and the principles of the
Declaration of Independence.

Section 4 of Article IV of the Constitution is a restatement
in slightly different language of the substance of a proviso in
Article IV of the Ordinance of 1787 for the government of the
territory of the United States northwest of the Ohio River, re-
quiring that the constitutions and government of the States
carved out of this territory and admitted by their delegates
into the Congress shall be republican and in conformity to the
principles contained in said articles.

The provision of the enabling act with reference to the ad-
mission of Arizona is a reenactment, first, of the provision cov-
ering the admission of new States adopted by the Constitutional
Congress on the 13th of July, 1787, and, second, of section 4 of
Article IV of the Constitution of the United States, as it was
finally ratified by the Thirteen Colonies.

The territory embraced within the limits of Arizona is a part
of the territory ceded to the United States by Mexico under the
terms of the treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo on February 2, 1848,
and a part of what is known as the Gadsden Purchase of 1852,
and there is no limitation or restriction placed upon the Con-
gress of the United States in either the treaty or the agreement
of purchase as to the admission of this acguired territory into
the Union.

In the Louisiana Purchase, however, the duty is imposed that
States carved out of the territory shall be admitted to the
Union under the terms of the Constitution. It has been as-
sumed without question, even in the absence of such treaty stipu-
lation, that all territory acquired by the United States, whether
under treaty or otherwlse, can only be admitted to the Union
upon a compliance swith the provisions of the Constitution and
the requirements of the ordinance of 1787, which became a com-
pact between the several States of the Union at the time of its
adoption with reference to the territory then owned by them,
and which was practically ceded to the United States to be
later admitted in due course to statehood.

In considering the constitution adopted by the people of Ari-
zona, therefore, it will be necessary to consider it in the light
of these instruments and the construction placed thereon by al
the departments of government, national and State. d

The provisions of the Arizona constitution which it is in-
sisted are obnoxious to the Constitution are Articles IV and
VIII, establishing as a part of the fundamental law the initia-
tive, the referendum, and the recall. These provisions are as
follows:

ArTicLe IV.
LEGISLATIVE DEFARTMENT.
1. Initiative and referendum,

Sec. 1. (1) The legislative authority of the State shall be vested in
n leglslature, consisting of a scnate and a_house of representatives, but
the people reserve the power to propose laws and amendments to the
constitution and to enact or reject such laws and amendments at the
polls, Independently of the legislature; and they also reserve, for use
at their own option, the power to approve or re,lect at the polls any
act, or item, section, or part of any act, of the legisiature.

(’2) The first of these reserved powers Is the initiative. TUnder this
power 10 per cent of the qualified electors shall have the right to pro-
pose any measure, and 15 poer cent ghall have the right to propose any
amendment to the constitution.

(3) The second of these reserved powers is the referendum. Under
this power the legislature, or § per cent of the qualified electors, may
order the submission to the people at the polls of any Imeasure, or
item, section, or part of any meagure, enacted by the legislature, except
laws Immediately neccssary for the prescrvation of the public peace,
health, or safety, or for the support and maintenance of the departments
of the State government and State institutlons; butto allow opportunity
for referendum petitions, no act passed by the legislature shall Le
operative for 90 days after the close of the sesslon of the legislature
enacting such measure, except such as require earlier operation to pre-
serve tﬁe publiec peace, health, or safety, or to provide appropriations
for the supportand maintenance of the departments of State and of State
institutions: Provided, That no such emergency measure shall be con-
gldered passed by the legislature unless it shall state in a separate sec-
tion why it is uecessnr{; that it shall become immedlately operative,
and shall be approved ﬂ' the afMrmative votes of two-thirds of the
members elected to each house of the legislature, taken by roll call of
ayes and nays, and also approved by the governor; and should such
nmieasure be vetoed by the governor, it shall not become a law unless it
shall be approved by the votes of three-fourths of the members elected
to each house of the legislature, taken by roll call of ayes and nays.

(4) All petitions submitied under the ﬁn\ver of the initiative shall
be known as initiative petitions, and shall be filed with the secretary

of state not less than four months preceding the date of the election
at which the measures so proposed are to be voted upon, All petitions
submitted under the power of the referendum shall be known as referen-
dum petitions, and shall be filed with the secretary of state not more
than 90 days after the final adjournment of the session of the legisla-
ture which shall have passed the mensure to which the referendum is
applied. The fillng of a referendum petition against any item, section,
or part of any measure shall not prevent the remainder of such measure
from becoming operative.

6) Any measure of amendment to the constitution proposed under
the initiative, and any measure to which the referendum {is applled,
shall be referred to a wvote of the gualified electors, and shall become
law when approved by a majority of the votes cast thercon and upon
proclamation of the governor, and not otherwlse.

(G) The veto power of the governor shall not extend to Initintive or
referendum measures approved by a majority of the qualified electors.

(7) The whole number of votes cast for all candidates for governor
at the general electlon last preceding the filing of any Inltiative or
referendum petition on a State or county measure shall be the bLasls
on which the number of qualified electors required to sign such petitlon
shall be computed.

(8) The powers of the Initiative and the referendum are hereby fur-
ther reserved to the qualified electors of every Incorporated city, town,
and county as to all local, clty, town, or county maiters on which such
Incorporated cities, towns, and countles are or shall be empowered Ly
general laws to lezislate. Such 1ncor{mraled cities, towns, and counties
may preseribe the manner of exercising said power within the restrie-
tions of general laws. Under the power of the initlative 15 per cent
of the gualified electors tnag' propose measures on such loeal, city, town,
or connty matters, and 10 per cent of the electors may propose the
referendum on legislation enacted within and by such city, town, or
county. Until provided by general law, said citiés and towns may pre-
scribe the basis on which said percentages shall be computed.

(9) Every initlative or referendum petitlon ghall be addressed to the
gecretary of state In the case of petitions for or on State measnres, and
to the clerk of the Loard of eupervisors, city elerk, or corresponding
officer In the case of petitions for or on county, city, or town measures ;
and shall contain the declaration of each petitioner, for himself, that
he is a gualified elector of the State (and In the c¢ase of petitions for
or on city, town, or county measares, of the city. town, or county af-
fected), hls post-office address, the street and number, If any, of his
residence, and the date on which he slened such petition. IRach sheet
containing petitioners’ signatnures shall be attached to a full and carrect
copy of the title and text of the measure so proposed to bLe Initlated
or referred to the pco{;ée, and every shect of every such petition contain-
ing signatures shall verified by the affidavit of the person whn clp-
culated said sheet or petition, setting forth that each of the nawmes
on said sheet was signed in the presence of the affiant, and that in the
belief of the afMant each sizner was a qualified elector of the State, or,
in the case of a cltg. town, or county mensnre, of the city, town, or
gnutr}ty an'eclted by the measure so proposed to be initlated or referred
0 the peaple.

(10) I;Nheﬂ any Initlative or referendom Fet!tion OF ANy measure
referred to the people by the legiglature shall be filed, in accordance
with this sectlon, with the secretary of state, he shall eause to be
printed on the official ballot of the next regular gencral clection the title
and number of sald measure, together with the words *“ Yes ™ and
“No" in such manner that the clectors may express at the polls
their npprovai or disapproval of the measure.

(11) The text of all mensures to he submitted shall be published as
proposed amendments to the constitution are published, and in sub-
mitting such measures and proposed amendments the seeretary of state
and all other officers shall be guided by the general Inw until fegislation
ghall be especlally provided therefor,

(12) If two or more conflicting measures or amendments to the
constitution shall be approved by the people at the same electlon, the
megsure or amendment receiving the greatest number of afMrmative
votes shall Ervvnlt in all particulars as to which there is conflict.

(13) It shall be the duty of the sccretary of state, in the presence
of the governor and the chief justice of the supreme court, to canvass
the votes for and against each such B Or pirof d amendment
to the constitution within 80 days after the election, and upon the
completion of the ecanvaes the governor shall forthwith Issue a procla-
mation, giving the whole number of votes cast for nd against each
measure or proposed amendment, and deelaring such measures or
ﬂm(l.m]mgma as are approved by a majority of those voting thereon to
be law.

(14) This sectlon shall not be consteued to deprive the legislature
of the right to enact any measure.

(15) This section of the constitution shall be, In all respects, self-
cxecuting.

Sgc. 2. The legislature shall provide o [y]\mﬂ.lty for any willful vicla-
tion of any of the provisions of the preeceding sectlon,

AnticLe VIIIL
REMOVAL FROM OFFICR,
1. Recall of public officers.

SecrioN 1, Every public officer In the State of Arizona holding an
elective office, either by election or appointment, 18 subject to recall
from such office by the qualified electors of the electoral distriet from
which eandidates are eleeted to such office.  Buch clectoral dlstrict
may include the whole State. Such number of said electors as shall
equal 25 per cent of the number of votcs cast at the last preceding
gencral election for all of the candidates for the office held by such
officer may by Pctltlon, which shall be known as a reecall petition,
demand his reeall,

Sgpc. 2, Every reeall petitlon must contaln a general statement in
not more than 200 words of the grounds of such demand, and must be
filed in the office in which petitions for nominations to the office held
by the incumbent are rm‘ulred to be filed, The signatures to such
recall petition meed not all be on one sheet of paper. but cach signer
must add to his signature the date of his slgning #ald petition and his
place of residence, giving his street and nomber, if any, should he
reslde in a town or city. One of the signers of each sheet of such
petition, or the dpcrson cireulating such sheet, must make and subscribe
an oath on said sheet that the signatures thereon are nulne.

dre. 3. If sald oficer shall offer his resignation, it #hall be accepted
and the vacancy shall be filled as may be ]pravhled by law, If he shall
not resign \\'ltgin five days after a recall petition is filed, a special
election shall be ordered to be held, not less than 20 nor more than 50
dave after such order, to determine whether such oflicer shall be re-
cajled. On the ballots at sald election shall be printed the reasons,
as set forth in the petition, for demanding his recall, and, in not more
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than 200 words, the oficer's justification of his course in office. Ie
shall coptinue to perform the dutics of his office until the result of
said eleetion ghall have been officially declared. _

fre. 4. Dnless he otherwise request, in writing, his name shall be
placed 08 a cendidate on the ofiicial ballot without nomination. Other
candidates for the office may be nomiasted to be voted for at sald
election. The candidate who shall receive the highest numbier of votes
shall be declared elected for the rémainder of the term. Unless the
incumbent recelve the highest number of votes, he shell be deemed fo
be removed from office, upon qualification of his successor. In the
event that his suceessor shall not qualify within five days nfter the
result of said clection shall have been declared, the said ce ghall be
vicant, and may be filled as provided by law.

£xe. 6. No recall petition shall be circulated agninst any officer until
tie shall hayve held his offiee for n period of six months, except that it
may be filed against a member of the leglzlature at any time after five
days from the heginminz ef the first scssion after his election. After
one recall petition and electlon, no further recall Ecﬂtlou ghall be filed
against the same officer during the term for which he was clected, unless
pititioners signing such petition shall first pay into the ﬁPt:lblk: treasury,
twghtﬁ: has pald such’ electlon expenses, all cxpenses the preceding
election.

Sxc. 6. The peneral election laws shall apply to recall electlons in
s0 fer as spplicable. Laws necessary to facilitate the operation of the
provislons of this article shall he cnacted, including provislon for pay-
ment hy the public treasury of the reasonable speclal clection campaizn
expenses of ‘such officer.

Is there anything in these provisions violative either of the
letter or the spirit of the Constitution or, if you please, of the
terms of the enabling act? If net, nothing remains for Congress
to determine except the single question whether the necessary
conditions exist in Arizona as to area, productivity, capacity,
population, and the loyalty and good disposition of hier people.
As to this latter proposition no objection has been raised, and I
ghnll confine myself to a discussion of the question whether the
constitution of Arlzona does in any respeet violate seetion 4 of
Arvticle IV of the Constitution of the United States; and I main-
tain, first, that no argument can be found, either in reason or
by analogy, that makes the Arizona constitution providing for
the initiative, referendum, and recall obnoxious fo this or any
provision of the Constitution of the United States; second, that
these provisions are but the reservation of powers in a written
constitution wlich liave been exercised in this country from the
earliest eolonial times, and the exercise of them has been recog-
nized as constitutional by the legislative, judicial, and executive
branches of the Government, both State and National,

In ascertaining what the framers of the Constitution meant
when they declared that Congress shonld guarantee to every
State a republican form of government, resort must be had
to the conditions which surrounded the administration of the

vernments of the several Colonies as well as to contempo-
raneous and subsenquent discussion and judicial declsion.

There was nothing which preceded the Constitulional Con-
vention that could have caused the framers of what Gladstone
declared “ the most wonderful work ever struck off at a given
time by the brain and purpose of man" to fear to introst
thie people of the Btates that might thereafter be admitied to
itlie Union with the power of governing themselves, of enacting
their own laws, whether directly or by representatives or by
the union of both. Both of these systems, separatcly and in
combination, were in vogue in the Colonies at the adoption of
the Constitution, and had been since the earliest settlement of
New England. The Revolutionnry War had been fought to a
snecessful conclusion by the participation of Colonies some of
which were practically governed by the people without more
than the formn of representative governments. If in framing
the constitutional provision undesr discussion its framers feared
to intrust the peeple with all power, why did they not go
furtlier and enjoin, ns a condition of ndmission to the Unilon,
a modification of the Constitntion and laws of the Colonies
io the iden that ike people could not be trusted? -

A fair consideration of contemporary literature and dls-
cussion will lead to the inevitable conclusion that the fear that
animated the framers of the Constitution was not the fear of
ilie mob spirit which we liear so much about in these days, it
was not the fear that the people were incapable of self-
government or that they could mot be irusted to legislate for
themselves, but it was a fear that nttempts might later be
made to establish forms of government with aristocratic or
monarchical tendencies, and to protect them from domestic
insurrection or forelgn invasion.

The Declaration of Independence itself contains the severest
possible arraignment of the despotism of a monarchy, and ex-
presses absolute confidence in the people. There is no sugzges-
tion in that remarkable docnment that the people thiemselves
were incapable of self-government; on the contrary, one of its
most frequently guoted provisions is that wherein it is stated
as a self-evident truth—

that all men are created equal ; that they are endowed by thelr Creator
with certnin unalicnable rights; that among these are life, liberty,
and the [guursull: of happiness; that to secure these rights governments
aro instliuted among men, deriving their jost powers from the con-
sent of the governed; that whenever any form of government becomes

destructive of these things it is the right of the {swple to alter or
abolish it and to institute new pgovernment, laying its foundations on
such principles and organizing its powers in such form s to them
shall scem most likely to elfect their safety and happiness,

To establish and maintain o government deriving its just
powers from the consent of the governed the Revolution was
fought. It was a battle for individual rights and individual
liberty ngninst the despotism of monarchy, and emerging from
ihe smoke of battle the framers of the Constitution could only
have had in mind the establishment of a republican form of
government derivingz its just powers from the consent of the
governed as contradistingnisbed from a monarchieal form. It
was upon this theory that one of the resclutions submitted to
the convention by Edmund Randolph, of Virginia, was, after
some slight amendments, unanimously adopted declaring it the
duty of Congress to guarantee to every State a republican form
of government.

As further tending to prove that this was the object and pur-
pose of the framers of the Constitetion let us recur to the
letter of Madison in The I'ederalist, edited by him In conjumnc-
tion with ITamilton and Jay. In discussing the provision of the
Constitution now under consideration he says:

To guarantee to every State in the Unloa 2 republlesn form of gov-
croment, to protect each of them against invasion, and on spplicadon
of the legislature or of the executive (when the legislature can not be
convened) agninst domestic violence, ;

In a confederacy founded on republican prineiples and composed of
republican members the superintending government onsht clearly to
possess authority to defend the system apgainst aristocratic or mo-
narchieal Innovations. The more intimate the nature ef soeh a unlon
may be the ter interest have the members in the political institn-
tions of each other, and the greater right to insist that the forms
of government under which the cnrngnet was entered into should boe
substautiall{‘ maintained. DBut a right Implies 2 remedy; and where
elge could the remedy be deposited thnn where it is depogited by the
Constitution? dGovernments of dissimblar principles and forms have
been found lesa adapted to a Tederal coalltion of any sort thanm those
of kindred nature. * * But the authority extends no further
than o a guaranty of an republican ferm of government, which sup-
poses o preexisting government of the form which 15 to be guarantecd.
As long, therefore, ns the existing republican forms are coatinued by
the States they nre guaranteed by the Federal Constitution. Whenever
the Etates may choose to substitute other republican forms they have
o right to do so and to elaim the Federal guaranty for the latter. The
only restrietion Imgosed on them Is that they shall not exchange repub-
lean for antirepublican constitutions, a restriction which, it is pre-
sumedl, will hardly be consideredl as a grievance. (Leotter No. 43.)

This letter wns addressed to the people of the State of New
York at a time when the ratification of the Coustitution by
that State was under consideration, and by a distinguished
member of the Constitutional Convention. TIere is a distinet
declaration of the purposes of the convention to authorize
Congress to defend the system of government provided for by
the Constitution against aristoeratic or monarchieal innova-
tions and a right of any State at any time to substitute other
republican forms of government not inconsistent with the gen-
ernl plan and their right to claim a Federal guaraniy for the
latter, the only restriction being that no State should exchange
a republican for an antirepublican constitution.

This statement, by so distinguished a statesmgn and one who
was entirely familiar with the differing conditions and forms of
government in the Thirteen Colonies prior to and at tlhe time
when tlhie Constitution was being framed in convention, Is en-
titied {o the greatest weight In attempting to arrive at the pur-
poses of the convention in framing the section thereof under con-
sideration; and it must therefore be taken in connection swith
the conditions and ferms of government as they existed in the
Colonies before and at the time of the conventlon.

In this connection it is proper to call attention to some of
the constitutions and bills of rizhts of the Colonies prior to the
formation of the Federal Constitution,

The North Carolina bill of rights of 1776 declares:

il. That all political power Is vested In and derived from. the people
only.

The Virginia bill of rights of 1778 declares:

SrcTioN 1. That all men are by nature equal, free, and independent,
and havoe certaln inlierent rights, of which, when they conter Into o
stnte of society, they can not by any compact deprive or divest thelr
posterity, namecly, the enjoyment of life and liberty, with the means of
nnzlu.lri?g and possessing property and pursuing and obtaining happiness
and s

oty-
BEC. 2.t¥rhat all power 1s vested in, and consequently derived from,
the people.

The Maryland bill of rights of 1776 says:

1. That all government of right orizinates from the people, is
rué:riﬁed in compact only, and instituted soclely for the good of the
whole.

The Pennsylvania bill of rights of 1776 declares:

IIT. That the people of this State have the eole, exclusive, and In-
herent right of governing and regulating the internanl pollce of the
same.

The New York bill of rights of 1777 declares:

I. Thls convention, therefore, in the name and by

the anthority of
the good people of this State, doth ordain, determine, and declare that
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no authority shall, on any pretense whatever, be exercised over the
peopie or members of this State but such as shall be derived from and
granted by them.

The Connecticut constitution of 1777 declares:

That the anclent form of clvil government, contained In the charter
from Charles the Second, King of England, and adopted by the people
of this State, shall be and remain the civil constitution of this State,
under the sole authority of the people thercof, Independent of any
king or prince whatever. And that this Republic is, and shall forever
e and remain, a free, sovereign, and Independent State, by the name
of the Btate of Connectiecut,

The first constitution submitted in Massachusetts was re-
jected by the people by direct vote at town meetings in the
spring of 1779, because it contained no bill of rights, and for
other reasons. The next constitution submitted, that of 1780,
the people adopted by direct vote at town meetings and by more
than two-thirds of all who voted. The bill of rights declares:

ArTticLeE I. All men are born free and equal, and have certain natural,
essential, and inalienable rights; among wiich may be reckoned the
right of enjoying and defending thelr lives and lberties; that of ac-
quiring, possessing, and protecting property; in fine, that of seeking
and obtaining their safety and happiness.

ArnT, 1V, The people of this Commonwealth have the sole and ex-
clusive right of governing themselves as a free, sovereign, and Inde-
pendent State, and do, and forever shall, exercise and enjoy every
power, jurisdiction, and right which is not, or may not hereafter be, by
them expressly delegated to the United States of Amerlea In Congress
assembled.

In New Hampshire four constitutions were submitted to the
people, who voted directly upon them at town meetings. The
first three were rejected (American Political Science Review,
Vol. 11, p. 549), largely because there were no express limita-
tions upon the power of the legislature—no bill of rights. The
bill of rights of the fourth one, that of 1784, declares:

VII. The people of this State have the sole and exclusive right of
poverning themselves as n free, sovereign, and independent State, and
do, and forever hereafter shall, exercise and enjoy every power, juris-
diction, and right pertaining thereto whiech is not or may not hereafter
Lie by them exgressi_v delegated to the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

The Vermont constitution of 1777 declares:

1V. That the people of this State have the sole, exclusive, and in-
herent right of governing and regulating the internal police of the
same.

The New Jersey constitution of 1776 declares:

Whereas all the constitutional authority ever gussessed by the Kings
of Great Britaln over these Colonies or their other dominions was, by
compact, derived from the people and held of them for the common
interest of the whole soclety, allegiance annd protection are, in the
nature of things, reciprocal ties, each equally depending upon the other
and liable to be dissolved by the others being refused or withdrawn.
And whereas George III, Klng of Great Britaln, has refused protec-
tion to the good people of these Colonles, and, by assenting to sundry
acts of the British 'arliament, attempted to subject them to the absolute
dominion of that body, and has also made war upon them In the most
ernel and unnatural manner for no other cause than asserting their
just rights, all eivil authority under him is necessarily at an end and
:1i dissolution of government in each Colony has consequently taken
place.
The South Carolina constitution of 1776 declares:

1. That this congress, belng a full and free representation of the
people of this Colony, shall henceforth be deemed and called the Gen-
eral Asgsembly of Bouth Carolina, and as such shall continue until the
21st day of October next, and no longer.

The Georgia constitution of 1777 declares:

We, therefore, the representatives of the people, from whom all
power originntes, and for whose benefit all government is Intended, by
virtue of the power delegated to us, do ordain and declare, and It s
herehy ordained and declared, that the following rules and regulations
be adopted for the future government of this State,

1t will be seen from these excerpts from the bills of rights
and constitutions of the several Colonies, each and all of which
must have been in the minds of the framers of the Federal
Constitution, that, far from entertaining any fear of the people,
there was an expression of absolute confidence in them in each
of the Colonies as the source from which all power had its
origin. Many of the Colonies had been governed as pure
democracies, the people legislating directly at town meetings
Leld for that purpose and electing as well as instructing those
who were to assist in administering the laws of their own
making.

The representative idea was one of gradual evolution. There
was no sudden change from a pure democracy to a representa-
tive form of government. There has never been a time when
the governments, either of the Colonies or the States, were en-
tirely representative. On the contrary, with the gradual trend
toward the representative system the direct system remained
intact for many years after the adoption of the Constitution,
and it has never yet been entirely abolished in any of the
Stntes, Always the tendency was, even in the most typically
representative forms of government, to make the representatives
or agents of the people directly responsive to the popular will.
I shall show later that so long as these representatives or agents
of the people were acting in truth and in fact as their repre-
sentatives, the people were satisfied with the transference of a

part of the power which they had formerly exercised under
constitutional limitations and restrictions to representatives, but
when these agents began to reach a point where they ignored
the popular will, were no longer responsive thereto, but re-
sponded rather to the dietation of the political machine and the
corrupt party boss, the pendulum began to swing in the oppo-
site direction, and checks began to be devised against legislative
and represenfative usurpation, What was once, in part at least,
a representative form of government, has become a misrepre-
sentative form of government, and in a determination to correct
th;s[ the initintive, the referendum, and the recall had their
origin.

The Arizona constitution and the constituntions of other Siates
from which it was copied are not an enlargement of the powers
which were exercised by the people of the Colonies in the regu-
lation of their affairs, but it is a resumption or ruther the asser-
tion of powers which had become dormant by nonuse, by em-
bodying them in the fundamental law—the written constitution.
If there be any difference the powers of the people under the
colonial forms of government were more ample and more fre-
gquently used for restraining the aects of their represenintives
than any power attempted to be reserved to or exercised by the
people of Arizona under the constitution to which objection is
now made,

I bave undertaken briefly to call attention to conditions as
they existed in the Colonies prior to the adoption of the Con-
stitution and to contemporaneous interpretation of the provision
now under consideration as to its purposes and as to the intent
of its framers. Let us look now at the interpretation placed
upon it by later text writers and courts.

Sutherland, in his Notes on the United States Constitution
(p 6G03), says that— :

The dlstinguishing feature of the republican form of government Ia
the right of the Heople to choose their own officers for governmental
administration and to pass their own laws; by virtue of the lezislative
power reposed In representative bodies and by the adoption of a con-
gtitutlon the people llmit their own power as against the sudden im-
pulses of merc majorities. The State here referred to is a member of
the Union, an orgunized people or & community of free citizens, occupy-
Ing a definite territory. The provision does not undertake to designate

any particular government as republican, nor is the exact form In an
manner especially Indicated. : e

Justice Story, in his work on the Constitution (Vol, IT, sec.
1814), in giving the reasons for this provision of the Constitu-
tion, says:

The want of a provision of this nature was felt as a capltal defec
In the plan of the confederation, as it might In its consi:ﬁnmmesc gnE
danger, if not overthrow, the Union. Without a guaranty the assist-
ance to be derived from a national government in mpnl.-f'ng domestic
dangers which might threaten the existence of the State constitutions
could not be demanded as a right from the National Government.
Usurpation might raise its standard and trample upon the liberties of
the people, while the National Government could legally do mnothing
more than behold the encroachment with Indignation and regret. A
successful faction mlght erect a tyranny on the ruins of order and law,
while no succor could be constitutionally afforded by the Union to the
friends and supporters of the Government. But this is not all: the
destruction of the National Government itself or of neighboring States
mizht result from a successful rebellion In a single State.

It will thus be seen that this eminent jurist did not suggest
that there was any fear on the part of the framers of the Con-
stitution that there was danger to be apprehended from the peo-
ple because of the exercise of those powers which were inherent
in them as sovereigns, or that the exercise of legislative or
other power by them would make their Government unre-
publican in form. The reasgons given by him for the cnactment
of the constitutional provision were based on the dangers to be
apprehended from internal usurpation or external invasion—
in other words, the establishment through these instrumentali-
ties of a form of government inconsistent with those which
were in foree in the Colonies at the time of the adoption of the
Constitution.

This view is further strengthened by Judge Story in section
1815, where he says:

That the Federalist has spoken with so much foree and propriety
upon this subject that it supersedes all further reasoning—
and then quotes the letter of Mr. Madison to the people of New
York, which is heretofore referred to at length. Adopling the
reasoning of that letter as his own, he states, after quoting it
at length:

It may not be amiss furtber to observe (in the language of anather
commentator) that every pretext for intermeddling with the domestic
concerns of any State under color of protecting it against domestic
violence is taken away by that part of the provision which renders an
application from the legisiature or executive authority of the State
in danger necessary to be made to the General Government before this
{nterference can be at all proper. On the other hand, this article
becomes an Immense acqulsition of strength and additional force to the
aid of any State government in case of an internal rebellion or in-
surrection against lawful authority.

Here again is the suggestion that Congress can not take the
initiative, even In cases of domestic violence. The initiative
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.must be taken and the application made by the legislative or
executive authority of the State.

Mr. George Ticknor Curtis, in his Constitutional History of
the United States (Vol. I, p. 363), states:

The object of this provislon was to secure to the people of cach
State the power of governing their community through the action of
a majority, accordinz to the fundamental rules which they might
prescribe for ascertaining the public will.

Nowhere have T been able to find a suggestion that this pro-
vision was Intended to cmrbh the people in the adoption of con-
stitutions and in the enactment of laws, whether directly or
indirectly, within the several States which might seem to them
best to conserve and preserve their liberties and their rights.
They have the undoubted right at any time to change their
fundamental law to suit their own needs, so long as the form of
government adopted by them is republican in form.

That distinguished Democrat and authority on constitutional
law, John Randolph Tucker, in his work on the United States
(Vol. II, sec. 811), says: ;

The word “guarantee’™ does not mean *to form,” “to establish,”
‘1o create"; it means “to warrant,”” “ to secure,” * to protect™ the
Btate—that 1s, the body politic—In its right to have a republiean form
of povernment. It defends the Pcoplc against the interference of any
foreign power or of any Intestine conspiracy against its right as a
Lody politic to establish for itself rezlmhllcan forms of government.
To allow the guarantor to take the Initiative and, under the pretext
of its duty as guarantor, to impose a form of government upon the
people of a State would make this clause, intended for protection, an
excuse for destructive invasion. No occaslon for the exerclse of this
important yet dangerous power has ever arisén except as the result
of civil war.

The supreme court of Oklahoma, whose constitution is sub-
stantially tlie same as that of the proposed constitotion of
Arizona, in ex parte Wagner (21 Okla.,, 33), sustained the
constitution of that State as not obnoxious to the Federal Con-
stitution guaranteeing to every State a republican form of goy-
ernment.

Mr. Justice Wilson, who was a member of the Constitu-
tional Convention and was later a member of the Supreme
Court of the United States, in the case of Chisholm v, Georgia
(2 Dall, 419), speaking of what constituted a republican
form of government, said:

As a ecitizen T know the government of that State [Georgla] to De
republican, and my short definition of such a government Is one con-
structed on this principle, that the supreme power resides in the body
of the people.

It should be remembered in connection with this decision
that Mr. Justice Wilson was considered one of the ablest con-
stitutional lawyers in the convention which framed the Consti-
‘tution, and it was he who proposed the amendment to the
resolution of Gov. Randolph which resulted in the unanimous
adoption of the section ef the Constitution as it now stands.

The Supreme Court of the United States, In re Duncan (139
T. S, 440), holds that the distinguishing feature of a reptb-
lican form of government is the right of the people to choose
officers for governmental administration and to pass their own
laws: and in Miner ». Happersett (21 Wall,, 162), in speaking
of this provision of the Constitution, says:

It is true that the United States guarantees {o every State a repub-
llean form of government. * #* *  Ng particular government Is des-
ignated as republican, neither 18 the exanct form to be guaranteed In
any manner especlally deslgnated. * * * The %unmmy necessarilf
implies the duty on the part of the States themselves to supply such
a government. All the States had governments when the Constitution
was adopted. * * * These pgovernments the Constitution did not
change. They are accepted precisely as they were, and it is therefore
to be presumed that they were such as it was the doty of the States
to provide. Thus we have unmistakable evidence of what was repub-
lican in ferm within the meaning of that term as employed in the
Constitution.

The supreme court of California, In re Pfahler (150 Cal.,
171), where a similar attack was made upon the charter of the
city of Los Angeles, held to substantially the same doctrine,
overruling former decisions of the court which seemed to main-
tain a different view.

In Kadderly v. The City of Portland (44 Oreg., 118) the initia-
tive and referendum amendment to the constitution of that
State, which is on all fours with the constitution of Arizona,
and which was attacked because it yiolated thie provision of
the Constitution now under consideration, Mr. Justice Bean, a
judge of distinguished ability, who was subsequently appointed
one of the United States circuit judges, dellvering the opinion
of the court, said:

Nor do we think the amendment vold beeause in conflict with the
Conslitution of the United States, Article 1V, section 4, guaranteeing
to every State a republican form of government. The purpose of this
provision of the Constitution is to protect the people of the several
Btates against aristocratic and monarchical invasions and against insur-
rections and domestic vielence and to prevent them from abolishing a
republican form of government. (Cooley, Const. Lim.,, 7 ed., 45: 2
Story, Const., 5 ed., sec. 1815.) But it does not forbid them from
amending or clmnginﬁ their constitution in any wa& they may sece {it,
g0 long as none of these results is accomplished, o particular style

of government is designated in the Constitution as republican, nor Is
its exact form In any way prescribed. A republican form of goyern-
ment is a government administered by representatives chosen or a
pointed by the people or by their authority. Mr. Madison says It Is
*a government which derives all its powers directly or indirectly from
the great body of the people, and is-administered Ly persons holding
their offices during pleasure, for a lmited perlod, or during good be-
havilor.,” (The Federalist, 302,) And in discussing the section of the
Counstitution of the United States now under consideration lie says:
“ But the authority extends no further than a guearanty of a repub-
lican form of government, which supposes a preexisting government
of the form which is to be gunaranteed by the Federal Constitution.
Whenever the States may choose to substitute other republican forms,s
they have a right to do so, and to claim the Federal guaranty for the
latter. The only restriction lmfosod on them {is that they shall not
exchange republican for antirepublican constitutions.” (The Federallst,
842.) Now, the initiative and referendum amendment does not alolish
or destroy the republican form of government or substitute another in
ita place. The representative character of the government still remalns,
The people have simply reserved to themselves a larger share of lezis-
lative power, but they have not overthrown the repubiican form of the
government or substituted another in its place. The government is
atill divided into the legislative, executive, and judiclal departments,
the ?uties of which are discharged by representatives gelected by the
people.

8. Under this amendment, it is troe, the people may exercise a legis-
lative power, and may, In effect, veto or defeat bills passed and ap-
proved by the legislature and the governor; but the legislative and
executive departments are not destroyed, nor are their powers or au-
thority materially curtalled. Laws proposed and enacted by the people
under the initiative clanse of the amendment are subject to the snme
congtitutional limitations as other statutes, and may be amended or
repealed by the legislature at will.

In the case of Kiernan v. City of Portland (111 Pac. Rep,
379) the same court, speaking through Judge King, again up-
held the Oregon system of direct legislation as not ocbnoxious to
the Constitution of the United States, and, amongst other things,
say:

It is dificult to conceive of any system of lawmaking coming nearer
to the great body of the people of the entire State, or by those com-
prising the various municipalities, than that now In use here, and being
50 we are at a loss to understand how the adoption and use of this
system can be held a departure from a republican form of government.
It was to escape the oppression resulting from governments controlled
by the select few, so often rullng under the nssumption that * might
makes right,”” that gave Lirth to republics. Monarchieal rulers refuse
to recognize their accountability to the people governed by them. In a
republic the converse is the rule; the tenure of office may for a short
or a long period, or even for life, yet those in office are at all times
answerable, elther directly or indirectly, to the people, and in propor-
tion to their responeibility to those for whom they may be the publie
agents, and the nearer the power to enact laws and control publie
gervants les with the great body of the people, the more nearly docs a
government take unto itself the form of a repulilic—not in name alone,
but in fact. From this it follows that each re}guhllc may differ in its
political system, or in the political machinery by which it moves, but
&0 long as th> ultimate control of Its cfficinls and affairs of state remains
in its eitizens it will, in the eyve of all republics, be recognized as a
government of that clags. Of this we have many examples in Central
and South America.

It becomes, then, a matter of degree, nnd the fear manifested hf the
briefs filed In this case wonld seem to indicate, not that we are drifting
from the secure mnorlni:a of a republic, but that our State, by the
direct system of legislation complained of, I8 hecoming too democratic,
advancing too rapidly toward a republic pure in form. This, it is true,
counsel for petitioner does not concede, but under any interpretation
of which the term is cngmble, or from any view thus far found ex-
pressed In the writings of the prominent statesmen who were members
of the Constitutional Convention, or who figured in the early upbuilding
of the Nation, it follows that the system here assalled brings us nearer
to a State republican in form than before its adoption,

In the case of Hopkins v. The City of Duluth (81 Minn., 180)
the charter of Duluth had been submitted to the direct vote of
the citizens and adopted. It was subsequently assailed because
it was violative of section 4 of Article 1V of the Federal Con-
stitution. This contention was not sustained, and the court
held:

The provision referred to provides that * the United States shall

guarantee to every State a reﬁubllcan form of government and protect
them from invaslon,” ete. The ‘purpose of this guaranty was to pro-
can principles agninst aristoeratic and

teet o union founded upon republ
monarchical invasions. * *  * It will be admitted, however, that this
State can not supplant its republican form of government by * aristo-
cratie and monarchical Invasions'™ upon Fr[nclplm inbherent in the
nature of a government, but it may change Its constitution In any way
consistent with its own fundamenfal law: and we are unable to see
the force of the suggestion that the amendment of 1898 Is not repub-
lean In form as well as In gpirit. It Is true that, by the submission of
chinrters and amendments to municipallties in the manner provided for
by the amendment, a change is effected, but it is a change that by every
historiecal sanction from the earliest times is republican in form and
egsence. The Federal as well a8 the State government is representative
in character, and the people do not dircetly vote upon the adoption of
the laws by which they are governed. Yet it can not be sald that, if
they were able to do s0, a provision to cffectuate that purpose would
not be republican. * * * The test of republican or democratic goy-
ernment is the will of the people, expressed in mafor!.ti(_-s. under the
proper forms of law. Every ‘l!m;w!ml or a change of government must
of nceessity be submitted, either directly or indirectly, through a desig-
nated origin, whether it be upon the motion of one or of more persons,
upon the instance of an individual elilzen or a number; but so long as
the ultimatum of decision is left to the will of the qeo‘pie at the ballot
box it is essentially republican, nnd the theoretical distinction urged
I;Iy the learned counsel for the contestee practically amounts to no more
than the argument that the change provided for is ncw and radieal. It
may turn out that the amendment Is beneficial or otherwise, yet its
tendencles are clearly republican, and must be upheld by this court.
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The coordinate branches of the National Government—the ex-
ecutive, legislative, and judicial—as well as those of the Sinte
governments, have recognized that the government proposed to
be established under the Arizong constitution is republican in
fornm. The Arizona constitution is almost in ipsis verbis of the
constitutions of Oregon, Montana, South Daketa, and Oklahoma,
in each of which the popular Inltiative and the optionnl referen-
dum, and in some ¢f them the recall, make more effective the
voice of the people and operate as checks and balances against
legisiatlve malfeasunce, corruption, and misruole.

Olklaboma was admitted to {he Union with these provisions
in the constitution, ond Congress recoguized that it was repub-
lican in form by admitling it to the Fnion, and the President by
proclamation, ecarrying out the resolntion of Congress in that
behnlf, declared that the constitution of Oklahoma was repub-
liean in form.

And agnin, after the adoption by the people of Oregon, AMon-
tana, and South Dakota of amendments to their constifutions
putting into effect the provisions wlhich it is claimed are eb-
noxious to the Federal Constitution, the Senators and the Rep-
recentatives from these States, as well 28 from Oklahoma, have
been admitted to their seats without question; and this consti-
tuted a recognition by Congress that these States had republican
forms of government.

Sutherland, in the work referred to, restates, at page G604, a
woll-ostablished rule on this subjeet when he eays that:

Recognition of a State government, as well as Its republican char-
acter, necessarily Impiled from the ndmission of its Senators and
Representatives to seats in Congress, clting United States v, Ithodes
l(:éi"l-'c{i. Cases, 10151), White ». Hart (13 Wall,, 6406), Luther .

crcen (T How., 1) as guthority for the doctrive enunelated In the text.

Legislative and executlve interpretations are entitled to great
weight, under well-established rules of law, in construing stat-
utes and constitutions.

I maintain that the standard by which the Congress is to de- I

termine whether or not the constitution presented by a people
asking admission as a State is that the constitution shall con-
form in its essential detalls to the governments that were In
existence at the time of the adoption of the Constitution, and,
applying that as the rule and guide of action, the constitution
presented by the people of Arizona is republican in form because
it Is conformable in all essential details to the forms of gov-
ernment and methods of administration in many, at least, of
the Colonies at the time of the adoption of the Constitution.

If a higher duty than this devolves upon the Congress of the |
If they !

United States, where is that duty to begin and end?
liave power to take the initiative and, taking the constitution
of Arizona by its four corners, modeled as it has been after the
constitutions which are in force in clder States, say that it is
not republican in form, can the Congress then go further and
demand that those States which have constitutions amended
and are now exact counterparts of tle Arizona constitution
shall amend these constitutions again, shall undo the work of
the eonstitutional conventions, shall nullify laws that have been
enacted by legislature and people, because the Congress of the
United States is of the opinion that these particular constitu-
tions are not repnblican in form?

How is the Congress to exercise this pewer of nullifying the
constitutions of {hese Sfates? Where is the modus operandi
pointed out in the Constitution? Is it to be done by an act of
Congress, or is it to be done by the declaration of war against
a State that refuses to nullify its constitution and to adopt one
that may be consonant with the views of Congress as to what,
in ils opinion, comstitutes a republican form of government?
The sugzesticn of the proposition carries its own refutation,
and Congress has no such power.

I Congrees determines that the constitution adopted by the
peo:de of Arizona is not republican In form because of the pro-
vizisns in regard to the inltintive, the referendum, and the
recall, what does Congress intend to do with reference to South
Dakotn, Oregon, Montana, Arkansas, and a number of the older
States whieh have amended thelr constitutions in these respects
since their admission to the Union; and what is it to do with
reference to Oklahoma, whose constitution has met the approval
of Congress, of the President, and the court of last resort in
that State?

Iuving diseussed the intent of the framers of the Constitu-
tion with reference to section 4 of Article IV of the Constitution
in {he lght of contemporaneous diseussion and subsequent ex-
ecutive, legislative, and judielal interpretation, I deeire to show
that there is nothing new in the initintive, the referendum, and
the recall to whieh objection is now made, and in the discussion
of this question I do not deem it necessary to trace the genesis
of either or to show the method of their development and ap-
plication in any of the Old World governments. I shall confine
myself fo our own counfry, where abundant warrant can be

found to sustain the position that the doetrine embodied in the
Arizona constitution is not a new one.

Angd, first, as to the initiative. It will be observed that no
atfemipt is made to abelish the Legislature of Arizona under the
provisions of the Constitution; it is left intact, with all the
powers that are usually given to the legislative body under the
provisions of the constitutions of the other States of the Union.
To that extent, therefore, the government songht to be estab-
Hshed, in so far as the legisintare is concerned, is distinetly repre-
sentative in form, but the people reserve to themselves tywo dis-
tinet powers and point out the mode and manner of the exercise
thiercof, one of which it might truthfully be said is for the cor-
rection of gins of omission and the other for the correction of
those of commission, namely: First, they reserve to thenyselves
the power to Initlate lnws and, concurrently with the legislature,
to enget or reject by their vote such laws as may be go proposed ;
second, they reserve to themselves the power, at their option
and upon proper ateps being first taken, to have reforred to
them for approval or rejection any law or laws passed by the
legisinture, The system proposed by the Arizona constitution,
andd which, as I have stated, is.modeled after the amended con-
stitutiong of Oregon and other of the clder States, is not unlike:
ihe system of government that was in vogue in New England
int and prior to the time of the adoption of the Constitution.
! Tliere the people legislated directly npon local affairs, whilst in

State affairs legislation was through a legislative assembly di-
rectly elected, each member of which was under instructions
riven by his constituents at specinl town meetings, which could
' be at any time called by the selectmen or any 10 citizens. In
| otlxor of the Colonies legislntion was had by the legislative as-
| sembly and by county governments, and in both cases the mem-
| bers were instructed at county conferences or mass meetings
of the citizens.

I have already referred to and quoted from the bills of rights
| and constitutions of n number of the States antedating the
adoptlion of the Constitution to show that sovercignty resided in
the people, and that this fact was of necessity in the minds of
these who subseribed to the Declaration of Independence when
they declared—
that all men are created couanl, that they are endowed by thelr Creator
with cortaln unalienable rl;:hts. that amonz these arc 1ife;, lberty, ond
the pursuit of happlnees. That to recure these rights governments are
! institnied among men, derlving thelr just powera from the consent of
the governed—
as well as in the minds of those who framed the Federal Constl-
tuticn. These constitutions, the Declaration of Independence,
and the Constitution of the TUnited States, recognize to the
fullest extent the right of the people to govern themselves.

The power of the people under the initintive system takes
the place of the power cxercised by the colonists in New
Ingland of legislating directly and of instructing their dele-
gates to the legislature—a power which, thouzh exercised in
the earlier days of the Republie, has been gradually abandoned
under the party system. It is but a revival of that system, and
in many States has become a part of the written constitutions.

The time wns when the citizen instructed the delegates to
the legislative bodies and the officers who were to administer
| the Jaws, but under the party and convention system there Las
| been an abandonment of this salutary rule, and Instead of the
[ people instructing their delegates and the officers who are to
| administer the law these instructions come now from the politi-

eal machine and corrupt party boss. There has heen n complete
| reversal of the forms of government in vogue in the earlier days
| of the Republie, and it is becanse of this that it has been found
necessary for the people to resume, or rather to reassert in a
written constitution, a right and power which in days gone by
they were wont to exercise, but which they have unconsciously
and gradually ceased to use. This power is now to be exer-
ciged again under the initiative system, and where the repre-
sentatives in the legislative assemblies ignore the will of the
people and lsten, rather, to those who in many cases have be-
come the representatives of a corrupt party system, and of
thosze wlho are wont to clamor at the legislative hnlis for legis-
Iation in behalf of speclal interests, the people themselves can,
upon their own initiative, enact laws in the interest of the whole
people and can, under the power reserved to them through the
referendum, defeat legislation which is hostile to the public
interest.

Nor must it be forgotten that laws eancted by the people are
subject in the final analysis to legislative control, because, as
was held in the case of Kadderly v». The City of Portiand (to
which I have heretofore referred), the legislature has power to
amend and to repeal any law enacted under the initiative
gystem. -

Further than that, it would be within the power of the lezis-
lature under the Arizona system, as it has been lheld to be
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within the power of the legislature and the executive under the
Oregon constitution, to defeat a referendum upon a law passed
by the legislature by the declaration of an emergency in the
statute that the public peace, health, and safety demanded that
it should go into effect at once. Such an emergency declared to
an act passed by the legislature, when not vetoed by the execu-
tive, is beyond the reach of the people under the referendum
system. The legislature is the sole judge as to whether or not
an emergency shall be declared, and though there is some con-
flict of opinion the weight of authority is that the courts of the
country ecan not interfere with that legislative right; so that
in the final analysis the power reserved to the people under the
initiative system and under the power of the referendum is but
a method of expressing the will of the people, a method of in-
structing their representatives to the legislature, and a method
of showing disapproval of their conduct in the enactment
of laws which have not for their purpose the common good.
No more perfect system of checks against fhe improvident
or improper use of power, whether by the legislature or the
people, was ever devised than the system now under discussion.

The system of government therefore proposed under this con-
stitution is a mixed government, a representative government
in combination with direct legislation, and it is none the less
a republican form of government, because there is perfect co-
operation between the legislative or representative body and
the people acting directly.

Irrespective of the particular langnage used in the Arizona
constitution reserving to the people the power of directly en-
acting laws and of taking a referendum on legislation passed
by the legislature, both of these powers have been from time
immemorial exercised by the people of the older States. Most,
if not all, of the new States admifted to the Union have by
direct vote of the people adopted their constifutions, whether
acting pursuant to enabling acts which expressly directed this
to be done or upon their own initiative. These constitutions
are sometimes more than mere fundamentals of govermment.
Many of them contain express provisions which are self-
acting and need no further legislation to put them into effect.
The adoption of these constitutions by direct vote of the people,
containing, as many of them do, provisions regulating the
duties of the citizen and the rights of property, are just as
much direct legislation as if they had been cnacted under
just such limitations and restrictions as are contained in the
constitution of Arizona., No suggestion has ever been made
at any time that beeause these fundamental laws have been
enacted by a direct vote of the people that they are therefore
unrepublican and ought not to be admitted to the Union.
There can be no distinetion between such legislation and
legislation which might hereafter be enacted by the people
under the provisions of the Arizona constitution, and which has
heretofore been enacted by the people under the constitutions
of Oregon and Oklahoma.

Let us look at some of the constitutions which have con-
tained general legislation and which the courts have sustained
as sufiicient swithont additional legislation to make them
effective,

Section 4 of Article XVI of the constitution of Pennsylvania
adopted in 1873 provides as to how the shareholders may vote
in the election of directors of a corporation.

Section 5 provides that all incorporations must have known
place of business and an agent.

Section 7 provides that corporations shall not issue stock or
bonds except under certain limitations, and that all fictitious
increase of stock shall be vold.

Article XVII regulates railroads and canals and provides
among other things for the right of railroads to construct rail-
roads across the State, and the right of one railrond to connect
with or cross another railroad, and the duty of the railroad to
receive passengers from other railroads. Also, that every rail-
road or eanal corporation shall maintain an office where transfer
of its stock shall be made, and its books shall be kept for
inspection by stockholders and ereditors, and so forth.

Section 8 of this article provides that there shall be no free
passes issued except to officers and employees of the company,
And there are many other similar provisions.

Now, note that. It is just as much direet legislation as if it
had been enacted by a legislature or if it had been enacted by
the people under the initintive system of legislation. It is just
a8 complete and as active.

The constitution of New Jersey, 1844, Article I, section B,
provides:

In all prosecutions or Indictments for libel the truth may be glven
in evidenee to the jury. And if it shall appear to the jury that the

matter charged as libelous is true and was published with good motives
and justifiable ends, the party shall be acquitted.

And the same provision is contained in many other constitu-

tions,

Article XIII of the constitution of Illinois adopted in 1870
regulates warehouses. Among other provisions, section 4 is as
follows:

All rallrond companies and other common carriers on railroads shall
weigh and measure graln at poings where it is shipped and recelpt for
the full amount, and shall be responsible for the delivery of such
flmount to the owner or the consignee thereof at the place of destina-

on.

Section 6 of Article XTI provides:

That every stockholder in a railroad corporation or institution shall
be individually responsible and liable to its creditors over and above
the amount of stock by him or lher held to an amount egqual to his or
her respective shares so held.

Substantially the same provision is contained in the consti-
tutions of Towa, Indiana, Washington, and other States.

Section 2 of Article XV of the constitution of Kansas adopted
in 1855 prohibited lotteries in that State. Many other States
have the same provision.

Section 6 of Article XV of the constitution of KKansas adopted
in 1857 provides that—

All property, both real and personal, of the wife owned or claimed by
marriage and that acquired afterwards by gift, devise, or consent, shall
be her separate property.

Section O of Article XV of the constitution of Kansas, 1859,
provides:

A homestead to the extent of 100 acres of farming land or of 1 acre
within the limits of an incorporated town or eity, occupled as a resl-
dence by the family of the owner, shall be exempt from officer's sale
under any process of law, cte.

Similar provisions exist in many other States.

The constitution of Washington regulates corporations in
great detail. Section 191 prohibits pooling; section 193 prohibits
the consolidation of rallroads; section 194, that railroad stock
shall be considered personalty; section 197 prohibits passes;
section 198 provides for the rights of express companies on
railroads; and so forth.

Section 3 of Article IX of the constitution of Wyoming pro-
vides:

No boy under the age of 14 years and no woman or girl of any age
shall be permitted to be in or about any dangerous mine, ete.

Section 4 of Article IX provides for the liability for violation
of the preceding section; and section 6 of Article X provides
that no corporation shall have power to engage in more than
one general line of business; Article X also regulates railroads
and telegraph lines in detail; section 12 of Article XV provides
for an exemption from taxation of churches, public cemeteries,
and so forth; section 1 of Article XIX provides that eight hours
shall constitute a lawful day's work in all lines. That article
also provides that certain contracts with laborers shall be
unlawful,

I have shown that legislation by direct vote of the people
has been expressly authorized by and enacted in the constitu-
tions of a number of the States and the power recognized by
Congress. I shall now undertake to show that the power re-
served under the referendum clause of the Arizona constitu-
tion has been reserved by the constitution of nearly every
State in the Union, has been recognized by Congress as a
valid reservation of power, and has been exercised as well by
Congress itself. It has been exercised by the States under
constitutional authority in matters affecting localities in the
States, as well as in matters affecting the whole State.

And, first, as to those affecting the States at large. One of
the enrliest constitutional provisions for a referendum is to be
found in Article I, section 23, of the constitution of Georgia
(1798), which is as follows:

And this convention doth further declare and assert that all the
territory within the present temporary line, and within the limits
aforesaid, is now, of right, the property of the free citizens of the
State and held by them in sovereignty inalienable, but by their consent.

At the.time of the adoption of the New York constitution in
1846 the question of extending the right of suffrage to the
negroes was referred to the people, and a like provision was
made in the Michigan constitution in 1850. The constitutions
of Wisconsin (1848), Kansas (1858), Colorado (1876), South
Dakota (1859), Washington (1880), and North Dakota (1805)
contain provisions for a referendum of questions affeciing
suffrage, leaving it absolutely and entirely to a vote of the ma-
jority of the people as to whether these provisions should be op-
erative or not. The constitution of Rhode Island (1842) pro-
vides that the general assembly shall have no power without
the express consent of the people to incur debts in excess of
$50,000, nor shall they in any case without such consent pledge
Uilﬁ faith of the State for the payment of the obligations of
others.
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The constitutions of Michigan (1IS43), New Jersey (1S44),
New York and Iown (1846), Illinois (1548), California (1849),
Kentucky (1850), Kansas (1830), Nebraska (1S66), Missouri
(1875), Colorade (1870), Louisiana (1879), Idaho, Montana,
Washington, and Wyoming (1880), and South Carolina (18035)
liave adopted mensures providing for a referendsm invelving
the creation of debfs on behalf of these States or the pledg-
ing of the credit thereof. The State of Texas, in ils constitu-
tion of 1845, provided for the permanent establishment of the
seat of government by vote of the people at nm election the
timie, place, and conduet of which was fixed by the ecunstitution.
Numerous States followed the example set by Texas and
adopted substantially the same provislon with reference to
1he location of the State eaplial.

Following the snme course, the State of Tewa, In its consti-
tution of 1846, provided that no act of the general assembly
authorizing or e¢reating eorperations or associntions with bank-
ing powers should take effect or be in force until submitted to
thie people at a general or special electien and by a majority
of them: approved. Illinois, Wiseonsin, Michignn, Ohie, Kansas,
and Missourl followed with constitutional provisions of sub-
stantially the same eharacter.

Innomerable instances might be ecited showing that legisin-
tion with reference to the sale of school lands, that relatinz
te State aid to railways, to taxatien, the loeation of State uni-
versities, the extension of suffrage, and appropriations for
State purposes was required by constitutional provision to be
submitted to the voters of the State for approval or rejection.

The second class of constitutional provisions providing for
a referendum are those which affect loeal governments, and
within this class come a great variety of subjects.
provision of this kind is to be found in the constitution of Ten-
nessec of 1834, where the people reserved to themselves the
right to cooperate in acts of government involving the change
of county lines. Section 4 of Article X provided thnt—

No part of the county shall De taken to form o new connﬂ' or a part
thercof withont the consent of a majority of the qualifi voters, In
such part taken off,

Practically the same provislon has been embodied in later
constitutions of many of the States, some requiring a majority
of the electors and some two-thirds as a condition to changing
county lines.

Section 5 of Article VIIE of the Maryland constitution of
1864 provided that—

The general assemlly shall levy at each regular session after the
adoption of the constitution an annual tax of not less than 10 cents
on ench $100 of taxable property throughout the State for the pur
of free schools: Provided, That the general assembly shail not levy

any addlitienal school tax upon partieulur countles unless such county
express by popular vote Its desire for such tax.

This provision is not only & provision of initintive Iegislation
on the one part, but contains in the very section a provision for
the rveferendum of {he aet to the people of the county.,

Other States followed with constifutionnl provisions requir-
inz o referendum on Jaws increasing the rate of taxation for
schocl purpeses. Amongst these were Missourt (1S75), Texas
(1876), and Florida (1885). Those providing for a referenduom
to authorize an inereased tax rate in counties were Texas
(1868), Ilineis (1870}, Nebraska (1875), West Virginin (1872),
Migsourl (1875), and Louisiana (1879). The provision in the
Missouri constitution specifically fixes the rate which may be
Imposed upon the people, whiel enn not be inereased without

* the nssent of the people, and inasmuclh ag it Is an example of
direct legislation, self-executing, as well as an example of the
application of the referendum prineiple, I quote it at Iength.
It is as follows:

Taxes for connty, city, town, nnd scheol purposcs may be levied on
all subjects and objeets of tnxation, but the walnatlon of property
therefor shall not exceed the waluation of the same property in such
town, city, or school disfrict for State and county purposcs. Yor
county gurpoacs the annual rate on property In ceuntics having
$0,000,000 or less shall not, in the aggregate, excecd G0 cents on the
$100 wvaluation: in countles having $6,000,000 and under $10,000,000
sald rate shall not exceed 40 ecents on the $100 valuation; in countics
hoving $10,000,000 and under $20,000,000 sald rate shall not excced GO
cents on the $100 valuation ; nnd In eounties having $30,000,000 or
more sald rate shall not exceed 35 cents on the $100 valuation. For
city and town purposes the annual rate om the property in eities and
towns baving S30,000 inhabltants or more shall not, in the aggregate,
cxeeed 100 cents on the $100 valuation; in cities and towns havlc}éﬁ
less than 20,000 and over 10,000 inhabitants sald rate shall not exc
00 conts on the $100 waluntion; in ecitles and towns having less than
10,000 and more than 1,000 inhabltants sald rate shall not exceed 5O
cents on the $100 valuation; and in towns having 1,000 inhabitants or
less sald rate shall not exceed 25 cents on the $100 valuation, For
school purposes in distriets the annual rate on prope shall not ex-
cead 40 cents on the §100 valuation: Provided, The aforesaid annual
rates for school purposcs may be increased in dfstricts formed of citles
and towns fo an amount not to exceed $1 on the $100 valuation; and
In other districts to nn amount mot to exeeed 05 cents on the §100
valuation, on the condi that o majority of the voters who are tax-
payers, voting at an election to declde the question, vote for sald in-
crease.  For the purpose of erecting public bulldings in counties, citles
or school districts, the rates of taxation herein limited may be increased

The first |

when the rate of such an incrense and the l;:tul'nn:lse for which it is in-
tended shall have becn submitted to & vote of the people, and two-thirds
of the qualified voters of such county, c¢ity, or schicol al

such clection shall vote therefor. The rate lierein allowed to cach
county shall be nscertained by the amount of taxable property therein,
ac ing to the last assessment for State and county purposes, and tho
rate allowed to ench city and town by the number of inhabitanta accord-
ing to the last censna tnken under the anthorlty of the Btate or the
United States; sald restrictions as to rates shall apply to taxes of every
kind and description, whether general or speeial, execpt taxes to pay
valid indebledness now existing or bonds which may be issued in
renewal of such Indebtedness.

Provisions are also to be found in the constitutions of many
of the States subjeecting to a referendum loeal matters with re-
gard to ereating municipal indebtedness and the issuance of
bonds; the aequiring of ywaterworks and plants for light, chang-
jng lines of judielal disfricts, the formation of new courts, and
other questions of a purely loeal charaeter; but I do not deem
it necessary to quote at lengtix from the censtitutions embody-
inz these provisiens, satisfying myself with a mere reference
thereto.

The provisions of the first class have generally been sus-
tained Dy the courts, with some difference of judicial epinion
as to the latter class of eases; but the conflict of judicial deci-

strict voting at

| sion, it will be found, usually precedes the written constitutions

autherizing the referendum, and out of this conflict, it will be
found, has grown the written constitution authorizing the ref-
erendmmn on matters affecting loealities in the several States.
The people have been driven to these eonstitutional restrictions
to place a check upon lezislative extravagance and the abuse
of trust by the agents of government. It bas been found neces-
sary to protect the people through these instrumentalities, both
from oppression and from uncertainty of judiclal interpretation.

Other instances might be cited to show that affirmative legis-
lation is contained in the fundamental Inws of the States which
have been enacted dircetly by the people. What difference can
it make how the initial steps Liave been taken, whether pur-
suant to an enabling act which authorizes the people to formu-
late and directly vote upon a constitutiom, or whether without
such cnabling act, a8 has been done by Oregon and some other

| States of the Union on their ewn initiative, or by a certain
| percentage of the voters of a State, as authorized to be done

under the Arizona constitution? Can it be said that in the lat-
ter case the constituticon, whith expressly authorizes it, makes

. the government of the State unrepublican, and in the former

eases, where exactly the same results are obtained, the govern-
ment of the States is republican? For Congress now to lold
that the inclusion of the initiative and referendum in the fun-
damental law of Arizona would give to that State a form of
government that was not republican in character, would of
necessity revise the whale poliey of the Government. Congress
itself, by act of July 9, 1840, which had for its purpose the
recession of a part of the District of Columbia to the State of
Virginia, submitted to the qualified clecfors of the District the
question of recession, provided the machinery for the election,
and enacted that if a majerity should be against accepting the
provisions of tlie act it should be veid and of no effect, other-
wise it should be in full force.

The objeetion most seriously urged against the Arizona con-
stitution is the prevision which it contains with reference to
the reeall of public officers. There is no lbhnitation as to the
class of officers to whom it shall apply. It is general in its
terms and is intended to reach those holding office, whether by
election or appeintment. The provision is not essentially dif-
forent from that embodied in the censtitufions of Oregon and
Oklahoma, and possibly other Btates, as well ag in the charters
of many ef the larger cities of the country.

The objection most frequently made to the Arizona constitu-
tion is the application of the reeall to the judiciary. The ques-
tion involved is not one of individual opinion but oue of prin-
ciple, and that is, whether the people of Arizona or the majority
of them have the right, if they sece fit, in their wisdom, to make
the recall applicable to the judiciary as well as to othier public
servants. The argument wsually urged against the application
of the recall to the judiciary is that it tends to destroy its inde-
pendence. To make this insistence Impeaches the intelligence
and integrity of the people of a State, and it assmues that for
slight and trivial reasons, based upon the determination of an
issue between individuals, or between an individual and the
Commonwealth or between the Commeonwealth and a nation, the
machinery of the recall might be set in motion to punish a
eourt with whom the majority of the people might disagrec.
That may be possible, but it s not at all probable; for, although
thie recall has been in operation for a number of years under
charter and constitutional provisions like the Arizona constitu-
tion, it has only been used twice—once in the eity of Los Angeles,
Cal, and once in the eity of Seattle, Wash. (I have just learned
that it has been used in Texas on one oceasion.) It is generally
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admitted by friends, as well as epponents of the measure, that
there was justifieation for the recall in both instances, in one,
at least, of which a servant and agent of the people, occcupying
the highest position in their gift, had entered into combination
with gamblers and thugs and the denizens of the red-light dis-
triet to levy graft and defeat the will of the people to purposes
of piracy and plimder.

But as an abstract proposition, why should n judicial oflicer
any more than any other public official be independent of the
wislies of his constituents? It is not a democratic conception
of republican government that places the representative in a
position which will make him indifferent to the wishes of his
constitnents. Such a conception is aristocratice; it is monarch-
ienl; it is autoeratic. The democratic conception, on the con-
trary, is that the people will think for themselves and that the
agent or servant of the people, in whatever position he serves, is
but the reflection of the popular will. As an abstract proposi-
tion, therefore, there is no reason why the judicial officer, as
well as every officer of the Government, should not be responsive
to the will of those whose servant he is, But the idea of the
recall as applied to the judiciary, as well as to other agents,
representatives, and servanfs of the people, is8 older than the
Constitution itself. The principle has been recognized in every
department of Government, and more particularly is this true
with reference to the judielary.

Section 33 of the bill of rights of Maryland, of 1776, provides:

That tho lmle[fsendoncy and uprightness of judges are essential to the
impartial administration of justice and a great security to the rights
nnd liberties of the people; whereas the chancellor and judges ought
to hold commissions during good behavlor; and the said chanecellor and
{ud_'.:vrs sghall be removed for misbehavior on conviction In a court of
aw, aod may be removed by the governor upon the address of the
general assembly : Provided, That two-thirds of all the members of each
house coneur in such address.

Absolutely leaving to the legislative body the power, upon the
address of two-thirds of its membership, to remove the judge,
even without a hearing; and there it was assumed that this
was for the purpose of maintaining the independence of the
judiciary rather than of affecting and destroying it.

This provision is reenacted in the constitution of 1851 (Art.
IV, sec. 4) and in the constitution of 1864 (Axt. IV, sec. 4) and
again in the constitution of 1867 (Art. IV, sec. 4), and is at
this tlme a part of the fundamental Inw of that State.

It has not had the effect to destroy the independency of the
judiciary of that magnificent Commonwealth.

This observation may be made—and it is applicable to the
coustitutions of other States to which I shall eall attention—
that the recall of judges, in addition to the provision for
removal on the ground of incompetency, of willful neglect of
duty, of misbehavior in office, or any other erime, or on im-
peachment, is a general power and is left to the discretion of
the general assembly. Sometimes a two-thirds vote is necessary
and in other cases only a majority. The bill of rights of Mary-
land states the reasons for the vesting of this great diseretion-
ary power in the legislative assembly. It is because it was
decined necessary to maintain the independency and the up-
rightness of judges rather than to destroy their independency
and responsibility for their acts.

The constitution of Georgia of 1798 (Art. III, sec. 1) provides
that—

The judges of the superior court shall be elected for the term of
three years, removable by the governor on the nddress of two-thirds of
both houses for that purpose, or by impeachment and convietlon thereon.

The same provision is to be found in the amendment to the
constitution ratified in 1812, and again in the amendment rati-
fied iz 1818, and again in 1835 and in 1865.

No one has.ever heard the integrity of the judicial system
called in gquestion in that State.

I call the attention of the distinguished Senator from Virginia
[Mr. MarTiN] to the constitution of Virginia, with which I
kunow he is familiar,

The constitution of Virginia of 1830 (Art. V, secc. 6) contains
the same provision. It was reenacted in the constitution of
1830 (Art. VII, sec. 17) and in 1864 (Art VI, sec. 16) and in
1870 (Art. VI, sec. 23) and in 19002 (Art. VI, sec. 104). The
power of removal for cause is vested in a majority of the mem-
bers of the legislature. This provision is now a part of the
fundamental law of Virginia.

The constitution of Texas of 1845 provides for the appoint-
ment of judges by the governor, by and with the advice and
consent of two-thirds of the senate, and Article IV, section 8,
provides :

The judges of the supreme and district courts shall be removed by

the governor, on the nddress of two-thirds of each house of the legls-
lature, for wiliful neglect of duty or other reasonable cause—

Absolutely vesting in the legiglature the power of determining
whether or not a cause exists—
which shall not be sufficient ground for impeachment: Provided, how-
cver, That the cause or causes for which such removal shall be required
shall be stated at length in such address and entered on the journals of
each house: And provided further, That the cause or causes shall be
notified to the judge so intended to be reémoved; and he shall be admit-
ted to & hearing ﬁx his own defense before any vote for such address
ghall pass; and In all such cases.the vote shall be taken by yeas ond
nays and enterad on the journals of each house, respectively.

It will be cbserved that the legislature is vested with the
power, by a two-thirds vote, of compellinz the governor to re-
move a judge for willful neglect of duty or other reasonable
cause which shall not be sufficient ground for impeachment.
This vests a most extraordinary power in a legislative body.
Has its tendency been to compel the judieinry of that Com-
monwealth to decide controversies between citizens to suit the
whims of the legislative assembly or to destroy the independence
of the judiciary?

The same provision is to be found in the constitution of
1868 (Art. V, see. 10) and In that of 1876 (Art. XV, see. 8),
and is now a part of the fuandamental law of Texas.

The constitutions of Delaware, Connecticut, and other States
have substantially the same provisions, but reference to a few
only is sufficient {o establish the prineciple forswhich I contend—
that the power of recall with reference to the judiciary is not
a new thing in the constitutional history of the country, and
differs only in the Arizona constitution from the constitutions
of other States in that there is a transference of the power of
recall from the legislature to the people. The principle is the
same. If the transference of this power to the people tends to
destroy the independence of the judiclary may it not also be
claimed that the power fo exercise it in the case of the legis-
Iature tends to destroy that indepeundence? Recent develop-
ments tend to sliow that some legislative bodies at least are
influenced by the corruptest motives, and if they may be cor-
rupted to secure the enactment or defeat of laws, or to secure
ihe election or defeat of Senators, may they not be influenced
by the same corrupt instrumentalities to unseat the judges?
It is safe to say that the tenure of a judge, whether appointive
or eleclive, is more secure in the hands of the people than in
the average legislature of to-day.

But the recall has been applied from the earliest days of
the Republic to other officers than judicial. In the summer of
1782—1I ecall the attention of my Democratic friends to this—
it was expected that the Assembly of Virginia would eall a
convention for the establishment of a constitution. Jefferson
prepared a draft of one, with the design that it should be pro-
posed in such convention. This draft, among other things,
provided that—

The Delegates to Congresa shall be appointed by joint ballot of both
houses of the assembly for a term not exceeding one year, subject to
being recalled within the term by joint vote of both said houses.
(Jefferson’s Notes on Virginia.)

It is probable that this suggestion of Jefferson had its birth
in Article VIII of the bill of rights of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts of 1780, which provides:

In order to prevent those who are vested with anthority from be-
coming oppressors, the people have a right, at such perifods and in
such manner as they shall establish by their frame of government, to
eause their publie officers to return to private life, and to fill up vacant
places Ly certain and regular elections and appointmente.

This declaration contained in the bill of rights of Massa-
chusetis finds expression in Chapter IV of the constitution of
1780 of that Commonwealth, which provides for the election of
Delegates fo the Congress of the United States who “may be
recalled at any time within the year and others chosen and com-
missioned " in their stead.

The constitution of New Hampshire of 1784 provides for the
election of Delegates to the Congress, and states that they—
may be rcealled at any time within the year and others chosen and
commissioned in the same manner in their stead.

The Articles of Confederation of 1778 (Art. V) contain,
among other things, this provision:

Art. V. For the more convenlent management of the general Interest
of the Tinlted States, Delegates shall be annually appointed, in such
manner as the legislature of each State shall direct, to mect in Con-
gress on the first Monday in November in every year, with a power
reserved to ecach State to recall its Dclcqates, or any of them, at any
time within the year, and to send others in thelr stead, for the remain-
der of the year.

So under the old Articles of Confederation that power was
expressly reserved to each of the Colonies.

It may be argued that beeause this power was not reserved in
the Federal Constitution that therefore the framers of that
instrument thought it inadvisable to provide a method of reecall-
ing unfaithful or corrupt officials, but it must be remembered
that the Constitution of the United States is but n grant of
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power and reserves to the people of the several States those
powers which are not expressly granted; and in this view the
Constitution of the United States is but a recognition of the
power of the people of the several States to exercise those pow-
ers and privileges which had been exercised prior to the adop-
tion of the Constitution. The exercise of the power by the peo-
ple of Arizona is one of the rights reserved to the people, and
the fact that they have seen fit to embody it in a written comn-
stitution should have no controlling influence with the Congress
of the United States on the question of the admission of Arizona
to the Union.

Having attempted to show that the initiative, the referendum,
and the recall are as old or older than the Constitution of the
United States, occasionally finding expression in the written
constitutions of the Colonies and of the States, and again with-
_ out this express recognition in such constitutions, being never-
theless exercised as a part of the power expressly reserved to
the people of the several States, it is proper to consider why it
is that one after another of the States of the Union has ex-
pressly Ingrafted all of these powers as a part of the more
modern written constitutions.

The movement has grown out of the perversion of the party
system of government exercised through the caucus and con-
vention. It has become necessary because this system, which
was unknown to the framers of the Constitution, has through
the instrumentality of the convention tended to destroy the
integrity of the representative system of government. Just as
the Australian-ballot law, the direct-primary law, and the
corrupt-practices act have been resorted to for the protection of
elections against the control and manipulation of corrupt influ-
ences, so the people have found it necessary to create a sys-
tem of checks and balunces in the fundamental laws of the
States to protect them against the acts of the corrupt or faith-
less public servant, whether in the legislative or judiclal or
executive branches of the Government.

As long as these representatives nominated under the con-
vention system were faithful to their duties there was no de-
mand for the exercise of the reserve powers which are now ex-
pressly sought to be exercised through the instrumentality of
the initiative, the referendum, and the recall. With the growth
of the party system, however, and the development of the con-
vention system, which removed the representative and publie
servant too far from the people and almost entirely out of touch
with them, recourse to restrictive and controlling methods be-
came necessary. It must be remembered in this connection that
in colonial times and in the earlier days of the Government in-
augurated under the Constitution partlies as well as conventions
were practically unknown. The people acted directly in mat-
ters of selecting their representatives and instructed them as to
their duties. These instructions were implicitly obeyed. Gradu-
ally, with the growth of parties, systems were evolved for sug-
gesting candidates and formulating policles and platforms as
well, Candidates for the Presidency were nominated in the
congressional caucus by the Representatives in Congress of the
different political parties, but this method soon subjected itself
to the charge of usurping the functions of the people, who
considered themselves, rightly, the source of all power. It was
eventually abandoned, and the convention system took its
place.

The first convention was that held in 1831 by the anti-Masonie
Party, and this was later followed by the Demoeratic and Whig
Parties. The convention of delegates, although not recognized
by the Constitution of the United States or the laws of Con-
gress or of the States, continued to grow in strength and influ-
ence, using its power with such insolence that in 1844 John C.
Calhoun refused to suffer his name to go before a convention for
the presidential nomination, publishing an address in which he
said amongst other things:

I hold it impossible to form a scheme more perfectly ealenlated to
annihilate the control of the people over the '}}rcsldentlal election and
vest it In those who make politics a trade and who live and expeet to
live on the Government. (Denton's Thirty Years' View, Vol. 11, p. 506.)

At the Democratic national convention of 1844, although a
majority of the delegates were pledged to Van Buren, who had
formerly been President, he failed of nomination by reason of
violated pledges, and Polk was nominated. In speaking of the
convention Senator Benton says:

That convention Is an era In our political history to be looked back
upon as the starting polnt in a conrse of usurpation which has taken
the cholee of I'resident out of the hands of the people and vested it in
the hands of a self-constituted and Irresponsible assemblnge, The
wrong to Mr. Van Buren was personal and temporary, and died with
the occaslon, and constitutes no part of the object In wrlting this
chapter; the wrong to the ple and the Injury to republican Insti-
tutions and to our form of government was deep and ablding, and
calis for the ﬁmve and correctlonal judgment of history. It was the
first Instance In which a hodlslr of men, unknown to the laws and the
Constitution, and many of them (as beln{; Members of Congress or
holding offices of honor or profit) constitutionally disqualified to serve

even as electors, assumed to treat the Ameriean Presidency ng thelr
private property, to be disposed at their own will and pleasure, and, it
may be added, for thelr own ]ﬂmmﬂt for many of them demanded and
recelved reward. It was the first Instance of such a disposal of the
Presidency—for these nominations are the electlon, go far as the party
i3 concerned—but not the last. It has become the rule since, and has
been Improved upon. These assemblages now perpetuate themselves
throngh a committee of thelr own, ramlfied into each State, sitting
permanently from four years to four years, and working Incessantly to
govern the election that Is to come, after having governed the one
that is past. The man the:i'] choose must always be a character of no
force, that they may rule him; and they rule always for thelr own
?gvautg'ge, ‘constituting n power behind the throne greater than the
rone. -

Commenting upon Calhoun’s views of the convention, Mr.
Benton remarks:

Mr. Calhoun consldered the conventlon system, degenerated to the
point it was In 1844, to have been a hundred times more objectlonable
than the Con s cancuses, which had been repudiated by the people,
Measured by the same scale, they are a thousand tlmes worse at pres-
ent (1853), having succeeded to every objection that was made against
the Congress caucuses and superadded a multitude of others going dl-
rectly to scandalous corruption, open Intrigue, direct bargain and sale,

and flagrant disregard of the popular will. {Thlrty Years’ View, Vol

11, p. 697.)

Mr. President, it has taken the people of this country more
than 60 years to realize the truth of the statement contained
by Calhoun in his address and by Denton in his work, but they
have gradually come to an understanding of the matter, and
that has given birth to this progressive movement.

We have, therefore, eminent and respectnble authority for
the statement that the convention system in the first half cen-
tury of our history had degenerated into a machine which not
only disregarded the rights of the people, but usurped the
powers and functions which it was intended by the framers of
the Constitution should be and remain a part of the reserved
rights of the people of the several States. This system, instead
of growing better, has gradually grown worse sgince the days of
Calhoun and DBenton., Through it the party machine and the
corrupt political boss have practically obtained control of the
instrumentalities of government, both National and State.

Men who have watched the political movements of the times
know that the chairmen of the various political parties in the
different States of the Union, directly or indirectly, name the
delegates to the county conventions, to the State conventions,
and sometimes under the direction of the national chairman the
delegates to the national convention. Through the power thus
exercised candidates for the legislature are named in the county
conventions and candidates for the State offices in the State con-
ventions, so that in the final analysis, although the people have
been deluded into the belief that because they have assisted in
the election of men nominated for office in the manner I have
snggested they have had a voice in their affairs; they have prac-
tically had no voice, because they have had little to do with the
selection of their eandidates. It is well known that men are
frequently nominated for the legislatures and for State offices
as well under this gystem not g0 much because of thelr fitness
to represent or to serve their several constituencies as because
it was well understood that they would act as the falthful
representatives of the particular inferests that it was intended
they should serve. It has not been found so extremely difficult
in times past, by the corrupt and copious use of money, to
control conventions and to secure the nomination of men who
could be relied upon to carry out the dictates of an unscrupu-
lous party machine dominated by a more unscrupulous party
boss. The money to accomplish these purposes has been fur-
nished not infrequently by public-service and other great finan-
clal interests, by corporations, and by men who ywere interested
not in accomplishing the greatest good for the greatest number,
put in securing valuable franchises and special privileges with-
out compensation, or in preventing the passage of laws that
would stay their hands in raids upon the public treasury.

The interests of the people of a State have too often been
subordinated to the packing of a convention in the interest of a
particular candidate for the Senate of the United States, and
all the money that has been mecessary to do this has been
furnished sometimes by corporations and interests entirely out-
side of the particular States. This mongy has not been fur-
nished from motives of disinterested patriotism or philanthropy,
put rather to insure the election of men who could be relied
upon to stand as the representatives not of the people, but of
speclal interests and the beneficiaries of class legislation.

We have recently had before us here in the Senate a case
where the * jack pot” played an important part in the election
of a Member of this Chamber, and it seems that the end of
this celebrated case has not yet been reached. Iunstance after
instance might be cited to show that particular interests,
directing the movements of a corrupt political leader, have
sought to control legislative bodies for their own corrupt pur-
poses.
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This condition is an absolute perversion of the purposes of
government ag established by our fathers. In theory the peo-
ple have had a representative form of government; in fact it
hias not been representative. The history of the development
of the party system of government, the evolution of the conven-
tion, the boss, the corrupt machine, and the spoils system is im-
partially and truthfully recited in Bryce's American Common-
wealth, and not a statement therein contained but finds verifi-
cation in the political conditions of to-day in State and Nation.
We may, if we will, vilify thie muckraker and abuse the inde-
pendent press of the country, but these instrumentalities for
the dissemination of news and turning the limelight on the
rasecals in publie life have driven the people to understand at
last that some corrective method must be applied to bring back
the Government to the people, who are, and of right ought to be,
the source of all power. The masses move slowly toward the
correction of abuses and the adoption of reforms, but when
once they know that their rights are being invaded they can be
absolutely and entirely relied upon to work such reforms as
may be necesgary to correct the evils of government.

The magazines and the press, while they may have ocea-
sionally exaggerated conditions, have nevertheless told much of
truth in reference to the rottenness of our system of govern-
ment under the domination of the corrupt political boss and
machine, and the movement for reforms may be traced to the
light that has been turned on our affairs through their in-
strumentality. It is because of these conditions to whieh at-
tention was called by Benton and Calhoun, and later by Bryce
and the press and the magazine writers of the country, that the
people have determined to secure to themselves purity, honesty,
and efficiency in the administration of affairs. It was these
conditions, which can not truthfully be denied, that gave life
and vitality to the initiative and to the referendum nas instru-
mentalities for securing to the people legislation which their
representatives neglected to give them and to check extrava-
gance and corruption on the part of these same representa-
tives in the enactment of laws which were opposed to the
public welfare and in the interests of the privileged classes,
It was this condition which determined the people to assert
their right to recall the faithless public servant, and the three
in combination are a perfect safeguard to the rights of the
people and an absolute check upon maladministration of af-
fairs. They are essential to the perpetuation of our institu-
tions and the preservation of a republican form of govern-
ment.

Mr. OWEN. I ask, for the purpose of illustrating and em-
phasizing the argument made by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
COaAMBERTAIN], that there be printed as a Senate document an
argument on the initiative and referendum before the supreme
court of Oregon, which I send to the desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oklahoma asks
unanimons consent that the following matter be printed as a
Senate document.

Mr. SMOOT. Would the Senator object to having it go to
the Committee on Printing? :

Mr. OWEN. I have no objection to its going to the Commit-
tee on Printing, but I think there should be no objection to the
printing. It is an argument in support of this proposition; it is
directly in point; and I should like to have it printed as a
document so as to have the Senate informed with regard to it.

Mr. SMOOT. T would very much prefer to have it go to the
Committee on Printing.
Mr. OWEN. Very well; I will make no objection to that.

The VICH PRESIDENT. Without objection, the matter wiil
be referred to the Committee on Printing.

ELECTION OF SENATORS BY DIRECT VOTE.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I call up the motion I
entered this morning to reconsider the action of the Senate in
referring the joint resolution on the subject of the election of
Senators by the people to the Committee on Privileges and
Elections,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Texas moves to
reconsider the action by which House joint resolution 80 was
referred to the Committee on Privileges and Klections.

Mr. GALLINGER. T ask the Senator from Texas if he has
any objection to letting the motion go over until the next meot-
ing of the Senate.

Mr. CULBERSON. After a full consideration of the matter,
I must insist upon action now on the motion.

Mr. BORAIL
absent, necessarily, at the time this matter arose in the first
instance before the Senate, and I desive to say now briefly what
I should have said then had T been present,

This joint resolution in the same form was before the Judi-
ciary Committee during the last session of Congress, and was
passed upon favorably by the committee and brought to the

Mr. President, as I stated this morning, I was |.

Senate, and with some modification voted upon. Some three or
four resolutions covering the same subject matter have been
introduced during this extraordinary session and have already
gone to the Judiciary Commitiee, and I naturally assumed that
the resolution coming here from the House would follow the
course of the other resolutions and go to the Judiciary Com-
mittee

I think that this joint resolution ought to be referred to the
Judiciary Committee for a number of very good reasons. The
first and most important reason is that to my mind the joint
resolution has fared much better before the Judiciary Com-
mittee than it has fared before other committees. I desire to be
entirely frank in regard to the matter. I am exceedingly anx-
fous that the joint resolution should come before the Senate at
as early a day as is practicable or possible, as are all friends
of the resolution; and we feel that it should take the course
which it has heretofore taken with some degree of success of its
being heard.

Of course I am not to be construed as personally criticizing
the members of the Committee on Privileges and Elections, but
it is nevertheless n fact that that committee has had similar
resolutions before it off and on for the last 20 years, and
they liave never reached the Senate so far as I have been able
to determine as yet. I know the joint resolution will fare some-
what better if it is placed before the committee where it has
alrendy been passed upon favorably.

But there is a second reason which is a very good reason to
my mind. There are questions involved in the joint resolution
which are of considerable moment from a legal standpoint, and
if the joint resolution should go to the Committee on Privileges
and Elections it would very likely at some time during the
session be referred to the Judiciary Committee for action, be-
cause there are questions involved in the resolution which the
Judiciary Committee naturally have jurisdiction to consider,
and it would undoubtedly be thought proper for that committee
to take charge of the resolution. I do not know of anything
that is of special importance in regard to the resolution that
the Committee on Privileges and Elections would be peculiarly
equipped to pass upomn, but there are matters involved in the
resolution upon which the Judiciary Committee, in the dis-
charge of its proper functions and the exercise of its proper
jurisdiction, ought to consider.

I hope, Mr. President, that this joint resolution will finally
find its place before the committee where the other resolutions
which have been introduced have gone, where this resolution in
the same form at one time rested, and from which it came, the
committee which really exercises a jurisdiction that ought to
be exercised in this particular instance.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from Texas to reconsider the action of the Senate
referring the joint resolution to the Committee on Privileges
and Elections.

The motion to reconsider was agreed to. i

Mr. OULBERSON. I move that the joint resolution be re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

" Mr. GALLINGER. I ask that the title of the joint resolution
e read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The title will be read.

The SECRETARY. A joint resolution (II. J. Res, 39) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution providing that Senators shall
be elected by the people of the several States.

Mr. GALLINGER. T object to a second reading of the joint
resolution to-day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The joint resolution goes over un-
der the rule.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 2 o'clock
and 35 minutes p, m.) the Senate adjourned until Thursday,
April 20, 1911, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS.
Ezcculive nominations reccived by the Senate April 17, 1911.
UNITED STATES MARSHALS.

Herbert L. Faulkner, of Alaska, to be United States marshal
for the distriet of Alaska, division No. 1, vice Daniel A, Suther-
land, removed. (Mr. Faulkner is now serving under appoint-
ment by the court.)

Edward.S. Schmidf, of Indiana, to be United States marshal
for ithe?l district of Indiana, vice Henry C. Pettit, whosge term has
expired.



320

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

AprrIn 17,

UN1TED STATES ATTORNEY.

Tobert C. Lee, of Mississippi, to be United States attorney
for the southern district of Mississippi. (A resmpointment, his
term having expired January 19, 1010.)

PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY,
QUARTERMASTER'S DEPARTMENT.

Capt. Kensey J. Hampton, quartermaster, to be quartermaster
with the rank of major from March 3, 1911, to fill an original
yacancy.

ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT,

Maj. Colden IH. Ruggles, Ordnance Department, to be lien-
tenant colonel from April 13, 1911, vice Lleut. Col. Frank E.
Hobbs, who died April 12, 1011,

INFANTRY ARM.

Second Lieut. Hornsby Evans, Nineteenth Infantry, to be
first lieutenant fram March 2, 1911, vice First Lieut. Kaolin L.
Whitson, Ninth Infantry, who died March 1, 1911.

PORTO RICO BREGIMENT OF INFANTRY.

First Lieut. Willlam H. Armstrong, Porto Rico Regiment of
Infantry, to be captain from March 31, 1911, vice Capt. Emil J.
Huebscher, retired from active service March 30, 1911,

Second Lieut. Daniel Rodrignez, Porto Rico Regiment of In-
fanfry, to be first Heutenant from March 31, 1911, vice First
Lieut. Willlam H. Armstrong, promoted.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY.
MEDICAL RESERVE CORPS.
To be first licutenants with rank from April 12, 1911.

Jogeph Cushman Breitling, of Vermont.

Charles Frye Sanborn, of Illinois.

Walter Franz von Zelinski, of Illinois.

William Holland Wilmer, of the District of Columbia.

To be jirst licutenant with rank from February 16, 1911,

John Edwin Rhodes, of Illinois,

Note—The above-named person was nominated to the Senate
on February 21, 1911, under the name of John Edwin RRhoades,
for appointment to the designated office, and his nomination
was confirmed March 2, 1911,

This message is submitted for the purpose of correcting an
error in the name of the nominee.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY,

The following-named lieutenants to be lientenant commanders
in the Navy from the 4th day of March, 1911, to fill viicancies:

Harry I. Brinser,

Farmer Morrison,

Claude C. Bloch,

Cyrus W. Cole,

John W. Greenslade,

Vietor A, Kimberly,

William R. Sayles, jr., and

James H. Tomb.

Carpenter James J. Murphy to be a chief carpenter in the
Navy from the Tth day of March, 1911, upon the completion of
six years’ service as a carpenter.

POSTATASTERS.
CALIFORNIA.
Willinm J. Atwood to be postmaster at Midland, Cal. Office
became presidential April 1, 1011,
COLORADO,
William H. Rloom to be postmaster at Limon, Colo., in place

of Frances M, Carman, resigned.
ILLINOIS.

Jolin C. Hale to be postmaster at North Chieago, Ill., in place
of Charles W. Vedder, resigned.

INDIANA,

Fdgnr T. Botkin to be postmaster at Farmland, Ind., In place
of Edgar T. Botkin. Incumbent's commission expfred June 22,
1910.

Enos Coffin to be postmaster at Carthage, Ind., in place of
Enos Coffin. Incumbent’s commission expired February 28,
1011,

Cash M. Graham to be postmaster at South Whitley, Ind., in
place of Cash M. Graham. Incumbent’s commission expired
February 12, 1011,

Robert B. Hanna fo be postmaster at Fort Wayne, Ind., in
place of Robert B. Hanna. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 18, 1910,

Willianm . Hathaway to be postmaster at Aurora, Ind., in
place of Will H. Conway. Incumbent's commission expired
December 10, 1910.

John Lynn to be postmaster at La Fontaine, Ind, Office be-
came presidential January 1, 1911,

Joel I, Martin to be postmaster at Bourbon, Ind.,
Joel 1. Martin.
1911.

Frank R, Morrison to be postmaster at Galveston, Ind. Office
became presidential Oectober 1, 1909,

William O. Nash to be postmaster at Jasonville, Ind., in place
of William O. Nush. Incumbent’s commission expired March 2,
1911.

Luster E. Roush to be postmaster at Bluffton, Ind., in place of
James R, Spivey. Incumbent's commigsion e\lnhed June 18,
1910.

T'erey V. Ruch to be postmagter at Mulberry, Ind. Office Dhe-
came presidential October 1, 19140,

Jolin €. Schleffler to be pestmaster at Wolcottville, Ind. Of-
fice became presidential January 1, 1011,

TI0WA,

Joseph H. Luse to be postmaster at Mystie, Towa, in place of
Joseph H. Luse., Incumbent’'s commission expired February 28,
1911.

Alfred D. MeCulloch to be postmaster at Humeston, Towa, in
place of Alfred D. McCulloch. Incumbent’'s commission expired
February 27, 1910,

Harry Willinms to be postmaster at Sheflield, Towa, in place
of Jolin R, Bell, resigned.

MONTANA.

Don E. Schanck fo be postmaster at Libby, Mont. Oflice

became presidential Oetober 1, 1910.
NEBRASKA.

Will A. Needhiam to be postmaster at Dloomfield, Nebr., in
place of Will A, Needhirm. Incumbent's comnmission expired
January 31, 1911,

Itoy IS, Thomas to be postmaster at Osmond, Nebr. Office
became presidential January 1, 1911,

NEW YORK.

George H. E. Aring to be postmaster at Long Beach, N. Y.
Office became presidential April 1, 1011,

Jetur R. Rogers to be postmaster at Southampton, N. Y., in
place of Jetur K. Rogers, Incumbent’s commission expired
February 4, 1911,

Jolm 5. Stevens to be postmaster at Spencerport, N. Y., in
place of Frank N. Webster. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 2, 1910.

in place of
Incumbent's commission expired February 7,

- PENNSYLVANTA.

Menzo M. Burt to be postmaster at Itoulette, Pa., in place of
Clara E. Fesseuden. Incumbent's commission expired March
21911,

William A. McMahan to be postmaster at West Pittsburg, Pa.
Office became presidential April 1, 1911. X

Henry M. Stetler to be postmaster at Wyomissing, Pa. Oflice
became presidential April 1, 1911.

TEXAS.

Florence F. Kellogg to be postmaster at Carrizo Springs, Tex.
Office became presidential April 1, 1911,
George W. Walker, jr., to be postmaster at Blessing, Tex.
Office became presidential January 1, 1911,
WISCONSIN.

Charles Brown to be postmaster at Montello, Wis., in place of
Edward A. Bass. Incumbent’s commission expired January 31,
1911,

Edward Morrissey to be postmaster at Delavan, Wis,, in place
of Edward Morrissey. Incumbent's commission expired De-
cember 11, 1009,

Henry H. White to be postmaster at Lake Geneva, Wis, in
place of Frank S. Moore. Incumbent’s commission expired May
10, 1910.

CONFIRMATIONS.
Eaxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate April 17, 1911.
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR.
Walter L. Fisher to be Secretary of the Interior.
INSPECTOR OF DRuUGS, MEDICINES, AND CHEMICALS.

Frederick W. Heyl to be special examiner of drugs, medicines,
and chemicals in the district of Philadelphia, Pa.
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ProyorioN 1N THE Pupric HEALTH AND MARINE-HHOSPITAL
SERVICE.

Louis Schwartz to be assistant surgeon in the Public Health
and Marine-Hospital Service.

MEeMBER OF THE MississipPl RiIvErR COMMISSION.

Col. Curtis MeD. Townsend to be a member of the Mississippi
Riyver Commission.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY,

Capt. Charles J. Badger to be a rear admiral.

Commander Charles C. Marsh to be a captain.

Commander Thomas W, Kinkaid to be a captain.

Commander Louis 8. Van Duzer to be a captain.

Commander Wilson W. Buchanan to be a captain.

Commander William J. Maxwell to be a captain.

Commander William 8. Smith to be a eaptain,

Commander John A. HoogewerfT to be a eaptain.

Commander Edward E. Capehart to be a captain,

Commuander Henry B. Wilsou to be a captain.

Commander Kenneth MecAlpine to be a eaptain.

Commander Emil Theiss to be a captain.

Commander Spencer S, Wood to be a captain,

Lieut. Commander Urban T. ITolmes to be a commander.

Lieut. Commander Matt H. Signor to be a commander.

Lieut. Commander Charles B. McVay, jr., to be a commander,

Lieut. Commander Lucius A. Bostwick to be a commander.

Lieut. Commander Julian L. Latimer to be a commander,

Lieut. Commander De Witt Blamer to be a commander.

Lieut. Commander John K. Robison to be a commander.

Lieut. Commander Arthur L. Willard to be a commander.

Lieut. Commander Henry €. Kuenzli to be a commander.

Lieut. Charles . Nelson to be a lieutenant commander,

Lieut. Allen Buchanan to be a lieutenant commander.

Lieut. Edward B. Fenner to be a lieutenant comnmander.

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Sylvester H. Lawton, jr., to be a lieu-
tenant.

Ensign John E. Pond to be a lieutenant (junior grade).

The following-named ensigns to be lientenants (junior grade) :

Willinm O, Barker, jr.,

Robert L. Ghormley,

William L. Callioun,

Walter W. Lorsbhough,

William A. Glassford, jr.,

Herbert B. Riebe,

Thomas Withers, jr.,

Leo F. Welceh,

Harry L. Pence,

Ferdinand L. Reichmuth,

Wolcott E. Hall,

Fred M. Perkins,

Frank H. Roberts,

Lewis D. Causey,

Francis M. Robinson,

Randolph . Scudder,

Charles C. Hartigan,

George A. Alexander,

Edwin B. Woodworth,

Wilson I, Madden,

James P. Olding,

Sherwoode A. Taflinder,

John 8. MeCain,

Ronan C. Grady,

Harold Jones,

Albert 8. Rees,

Frank N. Eklund,

Claude A. Bonvillian,

Willinm B. Howe, and

Jefferson B. Goldman.

Midshipmen Francis J. Comerford and Paul E. Speicher to be
ensigns,

Surg. Albert M, D, McCormick to be a medieal inspector.

Passed Asst. Surg. Ulys It. Webb to be a surgeon.

Passed Asst. Surg. Charles M, Oman to be a surgeon.

Passed Asst. Surg. Robert A, Bachmann to be a surgeon.

Asst, Surg., Dallas G. Sutton to be a passed assistant surgeon.

Naval Constructor Henry M. Gleason, with rank of lieutenant,
to be a naval constructor, with rank of leutenant commander.

The following-named assistant naval constructors, with rank
of lieutenant (junior grade), to be assistant naval constructors,
with rank of lieutenant:

Allan J. Chantry, jr.,

Whitford Drake, and

Harry G. Knox.

XLVII—21

First Licut. Arthur B. Owens to be a captain in the Marine
Corps. r
a First Lieut. Gerard M. Kincade to be a captain in the Marine
‘orps.

Tracy G. Hunter, jr., to be a second lieutenant in the Marine
Corps.

Capt. Norman G. Burton, assistant quartermaster, to be an
assistant quartermaster in the Marine Corps, with the rank of
major.

First Lieut. Jeter . Horton to be an assistant quartermaster
in the Marine Corps with the rank of captain.

First Lieut. Bennet Puryear, jr., to be an assistant quarter-
master in the Marine Corps with the rank of captain.

DBoatswain Frank Miller to be a chief boatswain.

The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains:

John Dauner,

Harry Willlams,

James F. Hopkins,

Charles Schonborg,

Alexander Stuart,

William Derrington, and

Frank D, Blakely.

Gunners Richard II. Cheney and Constantine Clay to be chiet
gunners.

Gunner Roderick M. O'Connor to be a chief gunner.

Machinists George Growney and John R. Burkhart to be chief
machinists.

Machinist Louis IR. Ford to be a chief machinist.

Midshipman William H. Walsh to be an ensign.

Passed Asst, Paymaster Edwin M. Hacker to be a passed
assistant paymaster.

Asst. Engineer Michael H. Plunkett, with rank of leutenant
(junior grade), to be a passed assistant engineer, with rank of
lientenant, on the retired list.

Chief Gunner Charles IB. Magruder to be a chief gunner on
the retired list.

Commander Gustay Kaemmerling to be a captain.

The following-named lieutenant commanders to be com-
manders:

Carl T. Vogelgesang,

John I, Edie, and

Clark D. Stearns.

The following-named licutenants (junior grade) to be lien-
tenants:

Halford R. Greenlee, and

Charles M. Austin,

E;xsign Alexander 8. Wadsworth, jr., to be a lieutenant (junior
grade).

Commander ITugh Rodman to be a captain.

Commander Guy W. Brown to be a captain.

The following-named midshipmen to be ensigns:

George E. Brandt,

Cary W. Magruder,

Joseph 8. Hulings,

James G. Stevens,

William A. Hodgman, and

Carleton M. Dolan.

POSTMASTERS.
ARIZONA.
Joe V. Prochnska, Miami.
Esther A. Spider, Winkelman.
CONNECTICUT.
Lewis B. Sutton, New Canaan.
FLORIDA.
Henry O, Brown, Lake Butler.

ILLINOIS.

Thomas C. Grotevant, Forrest.
J. Stewart Lamont, Apple River.
Willinm F. Temple, Fairmount.

IOWA.

J. C. Davenport, Clear Lake.
Henry 8. Ferris, Lorimor.
John J. Heverly, Center Point.
Clarence A. Muehe, Dyersvyille.
John Stevenson, Jefferson.

MAINE.

Jarvis C. Billings, Bethel.
Luther W. Stanley, Springvale.
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AASSACHUSETTS.
Elmer W. Hallett, Yarmouth Port.
AICHIGAN.
Samuel Fuller, Lewiston.
AMINNESOTA.
I.. 0. Haugen, Harmony.
George M. Kaupp, Blue Earth.
Qsear Krook, Marshall.
Martin 1. Murphy, Browerville,
N. C. Nelson, Two Harbors.
Emma 0. Taylor, Chaska.
MISSOURT.
Joseph H, Harris, Kansas Clty.
OHIO.
Jolin W. Beckett, North Baltimore.
Elmer €. Jesse, Mineral City.
Homer 8. Kent, Chagrin Falls.
Farl W. Mauck, Gallipolis.
Joel P. De Wolfe, Fostoria.

SOUTH DAKOTA.
Charles S. Harter, Elk I'oint.

May A. Enappen, Sisseton.

Hiram A. Mason, Bowdle.

Willinm A. Schwichtenberg, Kadoka.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Moxpay, April 17, 1911.

The IHouse met at 12 o'clock m.

l Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as fol-
oWSs: p

Our Father in Heaven, we thank Thee that the English-speak-
ing people all over the world are pausing at this time from the
busy whirl and turmoil of life's activities to celebrate the tri-
centennial of the King James version of the Bible, a light which
shone out of the darkness, the basis of our eivilization, food for
the hungry, water for the thirsty, strength for the weak, rest
for the weary, comfort for the sorrowing, and hope for the
dying, a very present help in every trouble.

Grant, O most merciful Father, that it may bind us so closely
together that war between us will be forever impossible; that
we may march forward shoulder to shoulder in the peaceful
pursuits of life to the liigher civilization which waits on those
who serve the-Lord. And Thine be the praise forever, through
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, April 15, 1911,
was read and approved.

THE PRAYER.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I do not believe there are
any words uttered within this Chamber that are more worthy
of preservation or of more benefit to those who read the Cox-
GRESSIONAL Reconp than those which fall from the lips of our
Chaplain every morning. It will take but a stickful of space
in the Recorp to print the invocation of our beloved blind Chap-
lain, and I therefore ask unanimous consent that hereafter
during the Sixty-second Congress the morning prayer be printed
in the CoNGrESSIONAL RECORD,

The SPEAKER. The Chair agrees with the gentleman and
directs that the prayers be published in the Reconp.

d SWEARING IN OF AIEMDERS.

Mr. GALLAGHER and Mr. STACI, of Illinois, appeared at

the bar of the House and took the oath of office.
SMOKING.

The SPEAKER. Several Members have requested the Chair
to have read the last sentence of subdivision 7 of Rule XIV,
which the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Nelther shall any person be allowed to smoke upon the floor of the

House at any time.
The SPEAKER. The Chair directs the oflicers of the House

to see that that rule is enforced.
CANADIAN RECTPROCITY.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mry. Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further congideration of the bill (H. R,
4412) to promote reciprocal trade relations with the Dominion
of Canada.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
idemtlon of Canadian reciprocity, with Mr. SmErLey in the

air.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr, FForpxeY]. [Applause.]

Mr. TORDNEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am some-
what reluctant in attempiing to make any remarks at this time
on this measure. This bill is in the same form, with the excep-
tion of an added amendment, as it was when before the House
only a few weeks ago, and at that time I expressed myself some-
what fully a8 to my opinton of the merits or demerits of the
measure. The bill in its present form provides further than was
provided for in the original bill introduced by the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCart], that the President of the
United States ghall have the power to further consider and, if
possible, arrange further trade trenties with Canada with a view
to placing other articles upon the free list than those mentioned
in tlie proposed bill or treaty. It will be remembered that in the
Dingley tariff law there was a provision, seetion 3, of that
Iaw, which gave the power to the President of the United States
to make trade agreements with France and other nations when,
in his judgment, he thought it might be wise to lower certain
rates of duty on certain imports mentioned in that law. It will
be well remembered by every gentlemnn present that the treaties
were put upon our statute books. Such treaties were arranged
Letween Germany, I'rance, and other nations of the world by
the President, the provisions of which were disastrous to the
people of the United States. All of those treaties were repealed
when the present Payne tariff law wag enacted. All those
treaties were abrogated; that is to say, the President of the
United States was directed to give notice to all those nations
which had entered into treaties with the United States that at
a certain time those treaties should be discontinued.

I want to call the attention of some gentlemen present, be-
cauee it applies to this bill, that in these {rade treaties it was
provided that goods coming into this country should pay a rate
of duty based upon the foreign value of such goods when im-
ported, and great frauds under those treaties were perpetrated
upon our Government by undervaluation, and it is;, perhaps,
a matter of common knowledge to all gentlemen present that
under existing laws that practice has been earried on, and only
recently some great sugar-refining companies of this country were
convicted by the Government for frauds upon the United States
Treasury, and some New York firm was prosecuted (and I am
not cortain but that case is now in court) for undervaluations
on valuable works of art. The matter was called to the at-
tention of the Committee on Ways and Means when they were
preparing the tariff law that on one article alone, a certain
kind of china ecnps and saucers, it had been found by the
manufacturers of that class of goods in this country that there
had been a very large importation of that kind of chinaware
from Furope, which was being sold at a lower price than that
class of goods could be made for by Americans, and upon in-
vestigation a gentleman before our committee stated that he
had been sent abroad by the china manufacturers of this coun-
try and, after long effort, located the manufacturers of these
goods in DBelgium. It was found that the manufacturcrs of
these goods it Belgium had a house in Paris, I'rance, which was
really a branch house, or a part of the institution, although
under another name. It was found that the concern in Paris
was shipping those goods to some one in America, really
a member of the firm that manufactured the goods, and at
the time the investigation was made it was found that the
actual cost value of the importation of cups and saucers alone,
as I now remember, was eight and a half million dollars, yet
the import value, as given by the importer, was $5,000,000;
and, therefore, this Government had been robbed of its fair rate
of duty on three and a half million dollars’ worth of goods out
of a total value of eight and a half million dollars,

Therefore, gentlemen, I wish to warn you against voting for
further continuance of such practice, against placing in the
hands of any one individual in this country the power to make
our trade treaties. But I must add that in this bill that section
provides, however, that before those treaties can become effect-
ive they must be approved by Congress. That is a saving
clause, DBut, gentlemen, when you denl with treaties of that
kind it is like a child playing with fire. I want to caution you
against it, I would vote against the Canadian trade agreement
beeaunse of that provision alone, even if I had no othier objection
to the treaty.

I want to say in the beginning that T am an admirer of our
President, Willlnm H. Taft. He will be the RRepublican candi-
date for reelection, if he lives until that time. [Applnuse on
the Republican side.] If I am alive at that time, I will give
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him my most hearty support, as I have in the past. T am frank
to say, gentlemen, that I disagree with his views on Canadian
reciprocity. I have a right to disagree with him on that
proposition, or with any other, or all men. I am exercising my
judgment as my conscience dictates as to what is right and best
for the American people; and upon that platform I am going to
stand.

There is no question in the mind of any man within the
sound of my voice, or beyond the sound of my voice, but that
conditions in Canada to-day are as good, if not better, than ever
before in the history of that country, Before I conclude my re-
marks I will try to give you some of what, in my judgment, I
consider good reasons why the people of Canada are prosperous
to-day. I may say in the beginning, however, that they are a
protective mation. They believe in protection; not only for
Canadian labor but Canadian capital as well. And they are
carrying that out to a greater extent than the people of the
United States are to-day carrying out that policy so long cher-
ished by the Republican Party in this country. In order to pre-
serve to Canadian labor the right to produce the things in that
country that under their protective-tariff system they claim
would be most beneficial to thelr laboring people and to their
eapital, let me say to you that they are protecting to the extreme
all their raw materials,

In the enactment of the Dingley law of 1897 a clause was In-
serted providing that an additional duty on lumber should be
added to any country that put an export duty on logs, the raw
forest material. Canada was quick to find a way to get around
that feature of our law, because at that time we were importing
into this country from Canada large quantities of saw logs and
the sawmills around the Great Lakes were manufacturing annu-
ally 400,000,000 feet of lumber eut from Canadian saw logs im-
ported from Canada. Canada quickly saw the wisdom, as I
have eaid, in the policy of retaining for Canadian capital and
Canadian labor the manufacturing of that 400,000,000 feet of
lumber in Canada. And what did they do? Instead of placing
an export duty upon logs, they put an embargo upon them.
They put a provision in their license, a license to cut timber
from public lands, and all lands, practically, in Canada are
owned by the Provinces, which license expires the 1st of May
every year, that provided that the holder of the license when
cutting timber from those lands should manufacture that prod-
uct in Canada, preserving thereby to the labor of Canada the
right to put from five to eight dollars of labor upon every
thousand feet of lumber taken from their woods—a very wise
provision, indeed. And from that day to this, my friends,
practically no logs have been imported into the United States
from Canada, except in the great Northwest, on Puget Sound,
under a law which permits the officer In charge to remove
that embargo at will by giving 30 days’ notice in certain
papers. From time to time, when their log market in the
Northwest has become congested by an oversupply of logs, that
embargo has been removed and they have dumped their surplus
of logs at times upon our markets and then immediately put
back the embargo. But no American, no owner of a sawmill in
the United States, under any law, is warranted in bheginning a
logging operation in Canada with the view of bringing his logs
to n sawmill in the United States. It is prohibited in every
Province in Canada. But I say in that respect, my friends,
Canada has been exceedingly wise in protecting her home
industry and home labor.

Some gentleman on the floor of the House made some remarks
about barbed fencing wire. That article is mentioned in this
trade treaty. Upon an examination of the records I find that
no barbed wire has ecome into this country from Canada at all.

You are not honest with the farmers of this country when
you say to them, * We are going to give you free barbed wire
from Canada.”

Now, my friends, the farmer is no young bird to be fooled on
chaff. You can not flimflam the farmer by any such provision
in this or any other law.

I find, on the other hand, that we shipped into Canada last
year seven hundred and some odd thousand dollars’ worth of
barbed-wire fencing. The factories of this country produced
that much of wire fencing and shipped it into Canada. I am
delighted indeced to know that an institution in this country
can send its product to Canada and sell it at a profit.

It is proposed in the farmers' free-trade bill, introduced by
our Democratic friends, to put barbed wire for fencing from
the whole world on the free list and bring it into this country.
Look up the records and find out how much has been brought
in under existing law. Practically none. But it is true, in
order to protect that industry in this country, in existing law
there is a duty of three-quarters of a cent per pound on that
class of wire.

I am one of the committee who voted for that law. T am
ready at all times to preserve not only the American market for
American manufactures, but I am ready at all times to pro-
tect every institution, every mill, every factory, every forge in
this land, whether it be in the Southland or in the Northland,
against the cheap labor of the world. I want to see all the
barbed wire or any other wire fencing that is consumed in this
country produced from the iron mines of the United States
and converted into finished product by American capital and
American labor., [Applause on the Republican side.]

But let me go further and say that there is mo change in
the existing law on wire in this trade agreement. Our wire went
into Canada free of duty before this treaty was ever thought of,
Why, then, is it put into the law at all? Perhaps upon the
assumption that hereafter Canada is going to produce barbed
wire cheaper than we can produce it. Then some day in the
far-off future our farmers can buy from Canada barbed wire
cheaper than they can buy it from the manufacturers in this
country.

You are focusing youT range at a very long distance when
you throw out a sop of that kind to the American farmer.

Now, there is a document known as Senate document No. 862,
introduced in the Senate by ex-Senator Carter, of Montana, a
gentleman for whom I have the highest admiration. He is an
estimable gentleman, an intelligent man. I regret exceedingly
on seeing him go out of the Congress of the United States. He
was one of the great legislators of this country. But upon an
examination of that document which I have here—and I am
sincere in that statement—it would appear that instead of Sen-
ator Carter having prepared that document, he mever read it;
never read its contents. It says, “ Mr. Carter presented the
following.” That is the only place in the document that you
can find the slightest semblance of Mr. Carter's name, or his
intellect or his polities in it. It was undoubtedly prepared by
somebody who is a gatherer of statisties.

In that article, which I have not the time to analyze fully,
you will find that the writer says by opening up our markets
to Canada’s wheat and removing our duty of 25 cents per bushel,
the flour mills of the United States can control the market of
flour for the world; that by giving the flouring mills of this
country free trade in wheat from Canada they can monopolize
the flour market of Europe; that we have the milling capacity
at the present time to supply all Europe with flour.

The average man to-day is preaching against monopoly, but
here i a2 man who would monopolize the flour market of the
svorld by our giving free trade in wheat. I know some stories
that would work in well here, but I am too busy trying to quote
to you actual faects to inject any nonsense into my remarks. The
gentleman argues that if the duties on wheat are removed, the
mills in the United States can purchase Canada's wheat and
then supply England and all Europe with flour.

How weak and flimsy is such an argument! The writer evi-
dently does not know the terms of existing law. I presume
every man here knows the existing law on wheat as well as T
do, but fearing someone might not know the terms of existing
law will say there i8 no bar to-day against mills in the United
States supplying Europe with flour under practically free
trade conditions. There are two provisions in our tariff law.
One provides that the manufacturers of flour in this country
can import wheat from any foreign country, and when export-
ing the finished produet of that wheat can go to the Treasury
of the United States and draw back 99 per cent of the duty paid.

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Chairman——

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Kentucky ?

Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly.

Mr. STANLEY. Where the Canadian wheat and the Ameri-
can wheat are mixed, as I understand they are in these large
mills, is it practicable then to get this drawback?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes. I thank the gentleman for the question.
It is as practicable to get that drawback on the imported wheat
in that barrel of flour as it is to get the drawback on the im-
ported lumber in a door made partly out of Canadian lumber
and partly out of American lumber, because all that is neces-
sary is for the miller to furnish satisfactory affidavits to the
Treasury of the United States as to the amount of foreign im-
ported wheat that a barrel of flour contains, and that is very
easy. Now, let me go just a little further on that, and say to
you that I was engaged in the manufacture of flour at one
time just long enough to lose all the money I put into the in-
dustry, but to get some education in the business. I was in-
terested for five years in the manufacture of flour. I found that
by economical methods and modern machinery and the proper
kind of bolting cloths a barrel of flour, 196 pounds, can be
produced from 4 bushels and 40 pounds of wheat. There are
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280 pounds of wheat in 4 bushels and 40 pounds. That leaves
84 pounds of offal, bran, and middlings, or shorts, as some
people call it. In the manufacture of foreign imported wheat
that is exported, on which the miller is entitled to a drawback,
he must either export the offal or pay duty on it. But I con-
tend, gentlemen, that when he sends abroad only the flour and
markets the bran and middlings in this country, which come
in competition with the same article manufactured from Ameri-
can grain, he ought to pay duty on that ywwhich he markets in
the United States. On 4 bushels and 40 pounds of wheat the
duty at 25 cents a bushel is $1.16%, or nearly that fraction.
With a drawback of 09 per cent of that it leaves the duty cost
to the American manufacturer 1% cents per barrel. Is that going
to prevent any miller in this country from importing wheat
from Canada and then exporting the manufactured product?
If so, I would like to have some man figure it out to me.

Again, there is another provision in our law that permits the
American miller to import wheat in bond and take it to his
mill sealed in the ear. The Government will elther break the
geal or authorize the miller to break it and take that wheat into
his mill and convert it into the finished product, put it back
into the car, and send it abroad, swithout the payment of any duty
at all. If the statements I have made are true, can you tell
me any bar to the American miller right now bringing in all
the Canadian wheat lis mill ean grind, converting it into the
finished product, and then sending it abroad?

But, my friends, when our present tarilf law was being pre-
pared by the commitiee, mill men appeared before that commit-
tee and demanded free trade on Canadian wheat, because they
said they are so handicapped by red tape in getting back this
09 per cent of duty. Ah, my friends, the “nigger in the fence "
is that they want the offal put upon the free list, because they
want to market it in the United States. Now, on the other hand,
I have told you what the existing law is. Do you belicve it is
possible to take down our tariff wall, invite competition from
the whole world on competitive produets, and under that system
raise the price of our products in this country? I never knew but
one man who claimed to be a great man who used such an argu-
ment. As to his being a great man, he and I differ. He is an
ex-Senator from Indiana. He =said he was in favor of a law
that would increase the wages of American laboring men and
also decrease the price of the product of such labor. He re-
minds me of a man who once said he could do anything on
God’'s green earth that any other man could do. Some one
who doubted him said, * There was a gentleman here yester-
day who lifted himself by the ears of his boots. Let us see
you do it.,” He spent the balance of the summer in trying and
tinally failed.

Mr. Carter introduced this bill. He is a great man, but evi-
dently introduced it without due consideration.

He reminds me of a piece of attempted legislation introduced
by a mewber of the legislature of one of our States. He, too,
evidently infroduced a bill which had been gent to him by a
friend and without his reading it at all. When read, it was
found that it provided for the improvement by deepening and
widening the alimentary canal. [Laughter.] There is just
about as much sense in this propesition as there was in that,

That wheat is cheaper in Candda than it is in the United
States no intelligent man will dispute. Some argument has
been made here that the price of wheat on both sides of the
line does not vary much, if any. DBut the gentleman making
that argument forgets that the grade of wheat mentioned or the

‘price of wheat in the various markets is based upon the value
and the grade of the whent. All grades of wheat are not of
the same value. So when the price of wheat is stated to
be the same in Canada as in the Dakotas and Minnesota or at
Minuneapolis and St. Paul markets, you may mark down in your
memorandum books that it is not the same grade of wheat,
because there is a difference in the value in our markets for the
various grades of wheat.

Mr. SIMS. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly.

Mr. SIMS. Is it the gentleman’s contention that the higher
price of whent in the United States, conceding that it is higher,
is due to the protective tarlff on wheat?

Mr. FORDNEY. It is,and I will try to give the gentleman my
reason, I thank the gentleman from Tennessee, with all courtesy.
I will answer all questions asked me to the best of my ability.

Mr., SIMS. I know the gentleman will, and that is the rea-
son I asked the question.

Mr, FORDNEY. I will give you some figures that will ex-
plain that which I have taken from the records. During the
four years prior to the last Democratic, and the only Demo-
cratic, administration we have had since the Republican Party

was born, the years 1890, 1801, 1892, and 1893, we produced in
this country per year 480,000,000 bushels, in round numbers,
The price of that wheat for those four years averaged the
farmers of the country 71 cents per bushel, or $1,383,000,000.
For the four years during the life of the Wilson bill, or its an-
ticipation rather, it was only on the statute books 36 months,
as I remember—for the four years during the agitation of that
question and the life of the law, we produced in this country
471,000,000 bushels of wheat per year. The value of the wheat
in this country at thal time was 63.4 cents per bushel. The
value of the wheat in this country, based upon the price for
those four years compared with the previous four years, brought
a loss to our farmers of $180,000,000.

I have gone further, my friends, and have followed the sta-
tistics for four years following the repeal of the Wilson bill—
and, by the way, the Wilson bill dld not admit wheat free of
duty; the rate of duty in that law was 20 per cent ad valorem—
and during the life of that bill was the time I had my experi-
ence in the milling business. I purchased wheat in the State
of Michigan at my mill for 48 cents a bushel delivered at the
mill. During the four years succeeding the life of that Dbill,
which placed wheat upon the protected list at 20 per cent ad
valorem, the production of wheat in this country amounted to
625,000,000 bushels per year and the price 69.9 cents, a differ-
ence to the farmer, as compared with the four years of Demo-
cratic tariff laws, of $200,180,000.

Now, my friends, let us go further. It is contended by the
friends of this treaty that by placing wheat on the free list our
exports will increase. How much truth or fact is there in that
argument? I believe a fair comparison with our exports during
the life of the Wilson bill would be a good test. Let me state
what our exports were under that bill and for four years prior
and the succeeding four years.

Our total exports for the four years prior to the adoption of
that bill were 417,000,000 bushels. And during these four long,
lean, lank years, when the duty had been lowered on wheat to
20 per cent ad valorem, we exported only 364,000,000 bushels.

Now, for the next four years, with an Increased rate of duty
to 25 cents a bushel, there were 582,000,000 bushels exported.
Is there anything in that argument that will Iead any man of
fair mind to contend that by lowering the duty on wheat wa
are going to increase our exports? If so, furnish me with
the proof. While I am not from Missouri, I am a protectionist

Mr., SIMS. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly.

Mr, SIMS. If increasing the tariff increases the exports, how
does it increase the price of wheat in this country?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, by protecting American in-
stitutions and American capital the wheels of industry in this
country run full time. The people are encouraged under pPros-
perity [applause on the Republican side] and they languish under
free trade. We produced less wheat in the country then tham
we did before or since. Because of the price the farmer was de-
pressed and he resorted to the production of some other article
upon his farm from which he made some profit, and I contend
that under a protective system when our institutions are run-
ning full blast we can produce at a lower cost than wlhen
running on half-time, as I will try to show in another line of
industry which I can, perhaps, make a little clearer than I can
the question of wheat. DBut all know that the farmer of this
country at that time was in poverty—nuot in good standing, but
in poverty—during those four years; and again daring those four
Jean years the statisties show that we consumed in this conn-
try but 3% busliels of wheat per eapita per annum, where, under
existing law—and this condition has existed now for 12 years—
the American people are consuming to-day nearly 6% bushels
per capita per annum. A great orator once said upon the floor
of this House in arguing for a protective tarifi—

Glve work to the laboring man and you furnish him employment for
his teeth.

We consume more to-day than we did then, and that is rea-
sonable, because our purchasing power is greater te-day than
it was theh. It is perfectly reasonable when a man's wnges are
82 per day, as compared with §1 per day, that his purchasing
power is just double, but his purchasing power is measured fo
a large extent by the prices paid for the articles that he con-
sumes. Lower prices prevail to-dny for all farm produets in
this country than have prevailed now for several years.

All will admit that for the last few years prices of farm prod-
uets have been abnormal, but during all that time manufactured
products have gone on only at a reasonable price in this country.
Labor has been advanced further than has the price of the
manufactured produet, but not quite in line with the advance
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i the prices of agricultural produets; but with declining prices
in all agricultural products to-day, we do not hear of any reduc-
tion of wages in any institution in the country, or at least but
very few.

My friend Mr. McCarn, a gentleman for whom I have the
very highest regard, in an article in the Independent, published
as of April 6, said that the way to increase or aid our markets
is to aid the customer; that if you increase the purchasing
power of the customer you will increase the markets for your
own preduets. I agreewith the gentleman fully in every respect
in that statement, but when the gentleman from Massachusetts
made that statement he was talking about Canada, about
inereasing the purehasing power of the Canadian, and there-
fore, Le sald, giving to our farmers in this eountry a better
market for their products. The gentleman evidently overlooked
the fact that when he was talking about increasing the pur-
chasing power of seven amd a half or elght million people in
Canada, he was striking a deathblow at 35,000,000 farmers
in the United States. 'The gentleman is overlooking the im-
pertant faet that when you are aiding the Canadian in his
purchasing power by opening up our markets to him for his
produets, the farmers of the United States are the greatest
purehasers of all produects, both manufactured and agricultural,
on the face of the globe.

The gentleman from Massachusetts would cast aside the
85,000,000 men, women, and ehildren on farms in this country
and look solely to the interest of the Canadian in order that
we might sell a little more barbed wire over there. Again, the
zentleman from Massachusetts states in that article that on
wheat and flour we are sending to Canada more than we pur-
chuse from Canada. The gentleman is absolutely wrong in his
fizures. It is true that a great deal of exports of wheat and
flour from this counfry enter Canada and leave Canada on their
way to Europe, and I think the gentleman obtains his figures
from such exportations, giving credit for all of that to Canada.
But let me call his attention to the figures set forth in this trade
treaty, in whielr he will find that last year we exported to
Canada in round numbers less than 55,000 bushels of wheat.
‘We imported from Canada during that same time nearly 153,000
bushels of wheat. At the same time we exported to Canada, in
round numbers, 31,000 barrels of flour and imported from
Cananda 144,000 barrels of flour. Where does the gentle-
man from Massachuselts get his figures? When I was in the
flour-mill business, like My, Carrer with his argument that he
introduced, I went into the business beeause I had more money
than brains, and very little of either, perhaps. I purchased a
mill in my home town, and after getting into the business I
found that we had in that city a milling eapacity for T00 barrels
of flour a day in a town with but 45,000 people, and the con-
suming capacity of the people of that town was less than 200
barrels per day, so that in order to run our mill for 10 hours
a day we were obliged to export from the city 500 barrels of
flour per day, and we had to go out into the world to find a
;narkct for that much surplus flonr manufactured in my home
OWIL,

The question of exporting flour came up, and I examined the
rates of freight abroad. We were at that time exporting a fair
share of our product to Providence, I. I., on which we paid 73
cents per barrel freight from Saginaw, Mich., to Providence,
R. I. I found that the great flour mills of Duluth, Minn,, and
Minneapolis and St. Paul were at the game time sending flour
to London, England, for 50 cents a barrel, and as soon as my
supply of money ran out I went out of the flour business; and
I would advise all of my friends to keep out of the business
unless you have very cheap fuel, such as water power, for you
can not succeed beyond the limits of the county in which your
}]on}r mill is loeated unless you have very cheap power or cheap
nel.
hlgxfg SIMS. Would it annoy the gentleman if I interrupted

Mr. FORDNEY. No; the gentleman would not annoy me.

Mr. SIMS. Is if a fact, then, that we do lose on the wheat
and flour we ship abroad?

Mr. FORDNEY. O, no; I do not say that; I do not think so.

Mr. SIMS, If flour is higher and wheat is higher here than
abroad, how can we sell abroad at a profit?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will tell you this much, my friend. It is
an old argument, but I believe it is a correct one on the ques-
tion of selling our stuff abroad cheaper than we sell at home.
For illustration, my friend, I am in the Iumber business, and
during the period of low prices which prevailed in 1907 we
found we could not run our mill for 10 hours a day without
piling up a very large amount of lumber on hand, with a large
amount of capital invested, at a great risk of fire, and with
no market for your lumber.

In addition to that you will understand that in that business
4 man insuring his Iumber is a coinsurer to the extent of 20
per cent of the wvalue of the lumber, so you can not get the
full rate of insurance in this country on the value of your
lumber and it is a great risk to pile up unlimited quantities.
The important thing is where does your money come from. We
found that we comld perhaps market what Inmber we counld.
produce in an S hours’ run Instead ef 10 hours. We re-
duced our hours from 10 to 8 per day and for 3 months
we proceeded to try out that plan. We could not dispose of a
superintendent, we could not dispose of a bookkeeper, we could
not lessen our taxes, we could net lessen our insurance, we
could mot Jessen the depreciation of our property. In other
words the overhead or dead expense goes on just the same
whether you run 8 hours er 10 hours or 12 hours per day,
and we found after running for 3 months under the best man-
agement we could have that it cost $1 per thousand feel more
to manufacture our lumber running 8 hours than it did to run
10 hours and we were obliged to abhandon that plan. Therefore
I say, my friends, if you are engaged in an Industry, be it
farming or any other industry, by running to the fullest capac-
ity Is when you produce at the lowest possible cest and by
running your institution, be it a farm or factory, and eelling at
a reasonable profit to the home consumption you ean afford to
export your surplus at cost, and still employ American labor and
make more money than one could by closing down.

Therefore, when we learn of goods being exported at a lower
price than they are sold at home for, it is my eandid opinion it
is under such conditions, beeanse when you are piling up a sur-
plus and your warechouse is filled to the roof there is but one of
two things to do—you must either unload that surplus or you
must close the institution. And I ask you, in all spirit of fair-
ness, whether under such cirenmstances it would be best for the
proprietor to send abroad that surplus, emptying his warchouse
and continue running, employing Ameriean Iabor and American
capital, or to close down wmtil the surplus is worked off? My
business schooling, which has not been a short one, has tnught
me to believe that it is best to Keep the wheels of the industries
of this country running and employ American laber, because
that labor is the best purchaser for our goods in the world.
It furnishes us the greatest market for all our manufactured
and agricultural products. As an illustration—and I am not
making a political speech, but I believe the argument fits in on
this treaty—we sold abroad last year $1,800,000,000 worth of
American farm and manufactured products. The whole world
consumed less than $14,000,000,000 worth of imported preducts,
while here at home, Americans, citizens of the United States,
consumed nearly $30,060,000,000 worth, or more than twice the
total imports of the whole world ountside of the United States.
By opening up our tariff gates and letting into this country the
cheaper produets of all foreign countries, are you going to cur-
tail that production at home and supply the citizens of the
United States with articles made abroad rather than made af
home? If so, you and I differ in our opinions, because I contend
that any article, no matter what it may be, consumed in this
country, that Is imported from abroad—that is, a competitive
article—is exceedingly high priced to the American people, be-
cause it displaces just that much capital and just that muech
labor at home.

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Kentucky? g

Mr. FORDNEY., I will

Mr. LANGLEY. Is the gentleman going to discuss the lumber
question before he takes his seat?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. LANGLEY. I want fo ask you one or two questions in
regard to it.

Mr. FORDNEY.

Mr. KENDALL.

Mr. FORDNEY. Y¥es, sir.

Mr. KENDALL. Has the gentleman concluded as to one of
his propositions there?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. KENDALIL. Of course the gentleman understands, as all
Republicans do, that our last platform declared for a tariff
measuringe the difference in productive cost in America and
abread. I want to inquire of the gentleman, who is a member
of the Committee on Ways and Means, whether in the prepara-
tion of the pending measure any report of the Tariff Commis-
sion, which has been created to ascertain those facts, was in
possession of the committee?

Mr. FORDNEY. I thank the gentleman for the question.
‘There was absolutely none at all. If so, it was in the hands
of the majority. That is the first time I have had the pleasure

I will be glad to answer you.
Will the gentleman yield?
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of nsing that term on the floor for 12 years. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Mr. KENDALL. I want to inquire further of the gentle-
man if the Committee on Ways and Means undertook to revise
the tariff on all the agricultural products of the eountry with-
out availing itself of the information as to productive cost at
home and abroad, which we supposed would be furnished by
this Tariff Commission?

Mr. FORDNEY. Does the gentleman now refer to the pro-
posed free-trade bill?

Mr. KENDALL. I refer to this bill and the companion
bmea}r’aure, popularly designated as the “farmers’ free-trade

ill.

Mr. FORDNEY. So far as I am informed, not one word of
information came from the Tariff Board or anywhere else to the
Committee on Ways and Means in the preparation of this or
the other or any other bills.

Mr. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Michigan
has always been opposed to constituting a Tariff Board, I be-
lieve, has he not?

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, no. The gentleman misunderstands me,
I have always been opposed to the creation of a tariff commis-
sion, beeause I could see a difference between a tariff cominis-
sion and a tariff board, and while I have not been very enthu-
giastic for a tariff board, I have contended that if there is any
information that Representatives of this great people could
have that they do not have in the preparation of those great
laws, we should have it, no matter what channel it came
through. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yleld for a suggestion?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. DALZELL, Would the gentleman like to have more
time?

Mr. FORDNEY. I would like to.
try to get through as quickly as I can.

Mr. DALZELL. Then, Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
man without limit for the present.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Now, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a suggestion?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yleld?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will yleld.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. It so happens that the sub-
ject of the cost of production of farm products in Canada and
the United States is one of the subjects on which this so-called
Tariff DBoard has made a report, as is evidenced in Senate
Document No. 849, printed on March 1, 1911; and if the gen-
tleman desired to obtain any information on that subject he
could have consulted that report.

Mr. FORDNEY. I thank the gentleman. I did not know
that there was such a report. If so, it was not brought to the
attention of the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr, KENDALT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? |

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. KENDAILIL. Is it possible that the Committee on Ways
and Means in preparing this important bill has utterly ignored
that official report?

Mr. FORDNEY, Let me say to the gentleman that I asked
the question when the committee was reporting this bill, and
some other gentleman asked the question, if some one were not
going to call upon the Tariff Board for information on this
subject, and it was said by some one of the gentlemen of
the majority that they would have no hearings unless some-
one shonld have additional information to present; that they
thought they had a sufficient amount of evidence and informa-
tion on file during the hearings that was presented to the
Ways and Means Committee when the committee were prepar-
ing the Payne tariff law.

Mr. BUCHANAN rose.

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman
from Illinois?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will in a moment. I then said to the gen-
tleman that I understood that the Democratic Party were very
anxious to have a tariff commission appointed in order that they
might have better and more information on the subject of our
tariff laws than had been obtained under present conditions.

Mr. BUCHANAN. I would like to ask the gentleman why it
is that the representatives of the steel interests and the lumber
interests claim they are interested in the American workingmen
when tens of thousands of foreign workingmen are working in
the mills, while tens of thousands of American workingmen are
walking the highways sceking employment?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will say to my friend that I know of no
law that discriminates against any man seeking employment
and getting a fair day’s wages for a fair day's work,

Do not limit me. I will

Mr. BUCHANAN. The gentleman, then, is not informed.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, there are a lot of things that the gen-
tleman from Michigan does not know. I admit that. [Laugh-
ter.] The things that I do not know would make a great deal
larger book than the things that I do know. DBut then there
are a few things that I do claim to know, and those are the
things that I am trying to express myself on here., [Applause
on the Republican side.]

Mr. CONNELL rose.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from New York?

Mr. FORDNEY. Wait just one minute, if you please, sir.
I will say now to the gentleman [Mr. Bucmaxax], who has
mentioned the steel company, that I infer he has reference to the
United States Steel Corporation. Let me say to my friend that
I had oceasion to ascertain not long ago the number of men
employed by that one concern—the great United States Steel
Co. I had oceasion to make inquiry, and learned the amount
of money paid out by that one company to their labor last year,
and I will give to you the astounding fizures, I find that while
it was stated by the president of that company—>Mr. Gary,
president of the United States Steel Co.—that they could pro-
duce steel cheaper than any other company in this country,
because nearly all other manufacturers of steel purchase more
or less pig iron from them, on which the United States Steel
Co. make a profit, yet they did not want to crush out compe-
tition; they could run their institution without any protection
at all, but in doing so their smaller competitors would be
obliged to go out of business and they themselves would be comn-
pelled to reduce the wages paid to their labor. I found that
last year that company had in their employ, in round numbers,
225,000 men, and their pay roll reached nearly $175,000,000, or
an average of about $2,70 per man per day. I do not want to
see any law upon our statute books that will lower the price
paid for labor in this country, whether that law is Intended to
protect a corporation, a copartnership, a farmer, or a laboring
man, because when you lower the price paid to labor, as I have
said, you are curtailing the purckasing power of your best cus-
tomer in the land. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Missouri?

Mr. FORDNEY. I do.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Can the gentleman give us the amount
of dividends declared by that United States Steel Corporation
for that same year? S

Mr. FORDNEY. I never owned a share of stock in the
United States Steel Corporation, or in any other steel com-
pany, in my life. I know nothing about it, and I care less. I
want to be courteous to the gentleman, but I do not know any-
thing about it. I presume they pay good profits., If they do
not, they are the biggest fools on earth. You and I would not
be long in their shoes until we would try to make a reasonable
profit upon our investment. If not, we would soon go out of
business.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Would we kick if the profits were
more than reasonnble?

Mr, FORDNEY. I do not know.
too high to suit me.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD.
Trust?

Mr. FORDNEY. I want to ask the gentleman, or any other
man within the sound of my voice, was there ever a time in
your life, or do you ever expect to see the time, when your
profits will be o high that you object?

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. That being true, ought the law to
give to me or any other person a right to gratify cupidity, and
collect more than a fair profit through the instrumentality of
a law that was created to enable that to be done?

Mr. FORDNEY. My good friend, if you believe that the
United States Steel Corporation, or any other corporation in
this land, is exacting from the people a greater profit than it is
entitled to, we have antitrust laws upon our statute books to
stop it immediately by proper proceedings, by the proper author-
ity, and not through a revision of our tariff laws, in my opinion.

Mr. CONNELI. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY., I will yield to the gentleman; but I will
ask the gentleman to make his question brief, as I am con-
suming too much time,

Mr. CONNELIL. I understood the gentleman to say that he
went into the flour business at the time of the Wilson law,
lost all his money, and made a failure of it. I want to ask
him if he would have succeeded in that business except for
the Wilson law, and if that was the reason why fallure came
to him in his experiment in the flour business.

I have never scen profits

Is not that also true of the Steel
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Mr. FORDNEY. My friend, I have learned long ago never
to cry over spilt milk. I am not erying because I lost my
money. The experience was well worth i, and I have been a
died-in-the-wool protectionist ever since. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.] I am going to stick to it. I believe, sir, our
tariff laws at that time had much to do with low prices, because
as a result of that law our industries werc depressed in this
country at that time. We were in poverty, sir.

Mr. CULLOP. Wil the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Indiana?

Mr. FORDNEY. No; if the gentleman will pardon me, let
me go on just a little while.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Krrcain] frequently referred to me in his speech on Saturday.
I did not interrupt him, because I seldom interrupt anyone who
is making a speech on the floor of this House. I knew I would
have an opportunity to answer him. I never saw or heard
such a physical effort from any man in my life as he made
on Saturday. I will say to him that if the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. KircHIN] will go in the Northern States
and repeat that speech word for word, so that all the people
north of the Mason and Dixon line may hear him in that great
exhibition, I will guarantee him that there will not be a Demo-
cratic Member of Congress returned to this House from that
part of the country in the next two years. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

The gentleman said that with lower prices we are more pros-
perous. He is in favor of free trade. I never heard of any-
thing that had the word “free' attached to it that I did not
believe the gentleman from North Carolina would be in favor of.
But let me call his attention to this fact: We had a Demoeratic
administration in 1894, 1805, and 1886 and up to March 4, 1897,
What were the prevailing conditions at that time? We had
lower prices then. e had lower prices on everything pro-
duced and consumed in this country. Were we in a more pros-
perous condition then than we are to-day? Let me call the
gentleman’s attention to this fact. IIe tried to taunt the Re-
publicans for failing to pass certain legislation, and said that a
Republican President had called the Democrats together to undo
that which a Republican Congress had done. I ask the gentle-
man from North Carolina, who called Congress together in
1897 to undo what the Demoecratic Party had done the only
time .t,hey had an opportunity to enact our laws for over 50
years?

Let me tell you what you did. You bankrupted the Nation, or
nearly so. Horses never were so cheap in this country as they
were in 1804, 1805, and 1806, and yet every poor devil in the
land had to go on foot. [Laughter.]

Mr. HARDY., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. In juost a minute. Beefsteak never was so
cheap since Adnm came on earth. I happened to be an alder-
man in the town in which I lived, and during those lean years
laboring men came to me in numbers and asked me to vote
for a higher rate of wages for street laborers in our city because
they said they could not afford meat but twice a week. Gen-
tlemen, you never knew a time in your life, and I hope yom
never will know a time, when liver was in such great demand.
[Laughter and applause on the Republican side.]

AMr. HARDY. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Let me finish this paragraph first. I am
dealing with an answer to the gentleman from North Carolina.
Clothing never was so cheap since the Republic was created,
and our Iaboring men and their wives and their children went
in tatters and rags, and you kmow it. We never were in need
of clothing so much in our lives as we were during the four
years when everything was so cheap. Can you deny it? If so,
furnish your proof. Iivery laboring man in the Iand went
about the country, and there were 3,000,000 unemployed labor-
ing men, every one wenring a Democratic badge, o patch 8 by
10 inches on the seat of his pants. [Laughter on the Republican
side.]

You never knew @& time when there were as many farm mort-
gages spread on our records in this country as there were during
the life of that bill. What cansed it? Low prices and poverty
to the farmer. The farmer is just exactly like a great nation.
When his bank account rnns low and he does not produce the
farm articles that he can convert into money for his necessary
running expenses, he must (just like this Nation did when your
party was in power) put a mortgage on his farm.

But there is a day of reckoning when the mortgage must be
paid. We are paying the interest, my friends, on the mortgage
that your party put upon the Federal farm during your last
administration. You will remember that you issued through

your Executive $262,400,000 worth of Government bonds and
sold them in Europe to get gold to put into the Treasury of the
Uniteil States to pay the running expenses of this Government,
upon whieh there was a premium of $30,000,000, or thereabonts,
received, a total of $290,000,000 or more.

That money was put in the Treasury not for any improve-
ments-in the land, because the President had vetoed a river
and harbor bill carrying an appropriation of $50,000,000, and
when the people ealled Congress together to undo what your
party had done, that money was gone and but a little of it left
in the Treasury of the United States,

We undid the things that you had done during your adminis-
tration. We brought prosperity back to the country again,
and the wheels of industry have rolled all over the Iand from
that day to this, and if you will let us alone they will continue
to roll. During these four years, in addition to the farm mort-
gages that T have referred to, there was railroad property
in this country in the hands of receivers fo the tune of
$1,800,000,000. The like has never been found in the history of
the world before or since, when all industries languished as
they did then.

Mr. HOBSON. Deoes the gentleman care to yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. FORDNEY. With pleasure.

Mr. HOBSON. It is merely in connection with the gentle-
man’s reference to the issue of bonds by the Democratic ad-
ministration. I merely wish to ask the gentleman if that was
not the result of the Sherman silver-purchase bill, a Republican
measure, and if relief did not finally come with the repeal of
that bill by a Demoecratic Congress?

Mr. FORDNEY. Perhaps the gentleman is right. Whether
he is or not I do not know, but I do know this, Mr. Chairman,
that the Democratic Party issued the bonds to get the money,
and it was all expended before our party again come into
control.

Mr. POU. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. Certainly.

Mr. POU. Is the gentleman talking about those same bonds
for which the plates were made and ready when Mr. Cleveland
came into office?

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not know when the plates were made.
I know when they were put into execution. [Laughter.]

Mr. POU. Mr. Oleveland has stated in his book, over his own
signature, that, as a matter of fact, those plates were all pre-
pared before his predecessor went out of office.

Mr. FORDNEY. I believe that statement has been denied
time and time again; but I admired Mr. Cleveland, I believe,
more than the average man in his party did.

Mr. POU. Then the gentleman is willing, I imagine, to ac-
cept the late President’s statement as to the proof of that fact.

Mr. FORDNEY. My friend, let me tell you this much. You
know, and so do I, that the Wilson tariff bill did not bring suffi-
cient revenue to this Government to pay our running expenses,
and the present tariff lnw does. There are no such conditions
existing to-day warranting the calling of Congress together in an
extra session to undo something that the Republican Party has
done, as existed then, and I will leave it to the world to decide,
[Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. Chairman, I must get along a little faster. I want to
call the attention of the gentleman from Massachusetts [AMr.
McCarr] and the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hitr] to
one thing. They are very earnest in their efforts to bring about
the adoption of Canadian reciprocity. They are both protec-
tionists. Just whether they can see beyond the limits of the
State of Connecticut and the State of Massachusetts at this
time I am not going to say. [Laughter.]

Mr. HILL rose.

Mr. FORDNEY. Just one moment. Let me say to you, you
wanted free trade in leather, and you voted for protection on
shoes. I have repeatedly snid, and I repeat now, that any step
toward a reduction of our duties was only a step teward free
trade. You are in favor of Canadian reciproeity, and here
comes a full-born child of free trade, a bill that puts shoes on
the free list and leather on the free list, and I do wish it also
put other things produced in New England on the free list.
[Applause and laughter.] I am going to ask you if you are
going to vote for that bill. I am going to introduce a bill, and
I give notice mow, and no better protectionist has ever lived
than is found in me—and I hope my Demoecratic friends will
support it—to puf ships on the free list, so that American
goods may be carried between two American ports by any
foreign ship, and we will see how New England will like that

Mr. HILL. New England men have fully as good eyesight
as the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not doubt that.
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Mr. HILL. And can see pracisely as far into the tariff system,
and I challenge him now to vote with me in accordance with
the principles laid down in the Republican national platform,
that the troe measure of protection is the difference in the
cost of production at home and abroad, and if he does it once,
it will be the first time he ever did it in his life. [Laughter and
appliause,] .

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, my friend is an elegant gen-
tleman; he is a splendid fellow, no better lived—though some
people do not know it—but let me ask him to reason out this.
I happened to be a member of the committee on resolutions-at
the last Republican national convention——

Mr. HHILL. Then the gentleman ought to be bound by the
declaration,

Mr. FORDXNEY. Are you?

Mr. HILL. I am. On manufactures from New England and
Iumber from Michigan, and on wheat also and every other
product that we have in the United States.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, now, do not get excited, because you
are in error. That platform says that the Republican Party
proposes to give protection to American industry a tariff wall
sufliciently high to offset the difference in the cost of produc-
tion here and abroad and in addition thereto a fair profit.

Mr. HILL. Oh, yes.

Mr. FORDNEY. Where in the name of God is there any
protection for a profit in the free trade for which you vote?

Mr. HILL. Does the gentleman wish an answer now?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; come on, I am not afraid.

Mr. HILL. I will ask the gentleman whether the figures on
the other side do not also include a fair profit for them?

Mr. FORDNEY. Suppose the cost there was identical with
the cost here?

Mr. HILL, Then I would have no duty. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] :

Mr. FORDNEY. Wait a minute.
Figure it out if you can.

Mr, HILL. Where is their profit?
cratic side.]

. Mr. FORDNEY. Let them keep their own market and we
will keep ours. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr., HILL. We would with the addition of from $3 to $5
a fon in our favor across the ocean.

Mr. FORDNEY. My friend, you wanted to reduce the duty
on wool, did you not? I had some wrestling with you, and one
day you got angry—— [Laughter.]

Mr. HILL. I think we were both a little excited.

Mr. FORDNEY. You excited everybody in your presence.
[Laughter.] Ycu said that you had paid $12,000 losses on an
industry in the last 90 days. You sald that much to me.

Mr. HILL. That is small.

Mr. FORDNEY. And you wanted the duty changed so you
might not incur further loss.

Mr. HILL. Not at all.

Mr. FORDNEY., What the devil did you want it ehanged for,
then? [Laughter and applause.] Now, let me go further; let
me show you the lack of wisdom in that resolution in the Re-
publican platform adopted at Chicago, which I as a member of
the committee protested against. I have always tried to be
falr, just, and equitable, and have stood by the majority of my
party, and I will continue to do so except on some measures
which I protest against and refuse to go in caucus to be bound
upon.

Mr. HILL. I will stand—

Mr. FORDNEY. Wait until I finish this sentence. That
resolution provided for a duty sufficiently high to offset the
difference in cost here and abroad, and in addition thereto a
fair profit to our producers. ILet me call the gentleman's at-
tention to this fact: There is an abundance of evidence on file,
sir, that labor in Germany, France, and England receives about
one-half the pay the same class of labor receives in this coun-
try. We will say when labor receives $1.50 a day in our fac-
tories such labor recelves but 75 cents in England, Germany,
and France for the same class of labor.

Mr. HOBSON. Will the gentleman yield——

Mr. FORDNEY. In a minute; and I have in my possession a
consular report where the American consul in Belgium had
gone to the cotton mills in that country and found that the
average laborer receives an average pay of but 18 cents a day.
Now, then, going across the water the other way, what do you
find? You find Japanese labor working for from 6 to 15 cents
a day and Chinese labor from 3 to 10 cents a day in gold. Tell
me, sir, how you are going to fix a tariff wall the same for all
the nations of the world to offset the difference of cost here
and abroad, unless you legislate against the cheapest paid labor
in the world and under such circumstances then, sir, your tariff

YWhere is your profit?

[Applause on the Demo-

wall is prohibitive to England, France, and Germany. It Is
an impossibility. It sounds well to the ear of a man who does
not give consideration to these facts. I protested against it as
being unwise legislation, and I would like to have the gentle-
man in his time in his speech, and he will have all the time he
wants, to answer that question.

Mr. HOBSON. I do not wish

Mr. FORDNEY. I will answer a question. When I get
through with my remarks I will answer any questions that
may be asked me.

Mr. HOBSON. I merely desired to ask the gentleman in
connection with that much-discussed proposition of the relative
cost of labor in America and abroad, whether it is not a fact
that the American laborer produces more than the laborer
abroad, and for what he produces to-day receives less, broadly
speaking, in most of the wage-earning departments of labor,
receives less per unit of product, than the laborer abroad does,
and is therefore the poorest paid laborer in the world?

Mr. FORDNEY, I think the gentleman is away off in his
conclugions. I have not the time to furnish you statistics here
to that effect, but if you will give me time I think that T can
convince the gentleman absolutely that he is incorrect, If he
will pardon me, I will go on.

Now, then, upon the question of hay I wish to say a few
words. Let me take up a few of the items mentioned in this
bill. There is a duty at the present time of $4 a ton on hay.
The State in which I live is a great producer of that product.
Some $15,000,000 to $20,000,000 worth of hay was produced in
the State of Michigan last year. I have here a hay trade jour-
nal, published at Canajoharie, N. Y., April 7, and I have several
copies as well, and the prices given in each copy are practically
the same, varying not more than 25 or 30 cents per ton on hay
in our markets for several weeks. DBut I want to call the at-
tention of the gentleman here to the fact that on April 7 the
price of hay in Boston was $22 per ton; in New York, $21.50
per ton; in Jersey City, $21.50 per ton; in Brooklyn, $21 per
ton; in Philadelphia, $20.50 per ton; in Pittsburg, Pa., $19.25
per ton; and in Montreal, Canada, mind you, the same grade
of hay is quoted at $11 a ton. The duty is $4 per ton, and the
freight on hay from Montreal, Canada, to Pittsburg is 23 cents
per 100 pounds in ecarload lots of 10 tons, making $4.60 freight,
and freight and duty together are $8.60. This deducted from
$10.25, the price of hay in Pittsburg, left the Canadian farmer
$10.65 a ton for his hay f. o. b. Montreal. ;

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman now yield
for a question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; if the gentleman will make it short.

Mr, HARRISON of New York. Is the gentleman aware that
upon hay No. 1 the price on January 2 at Toronto was $18 and
in New York $167

Mr. FORDNEY. No; I am not.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. That is a fact.

Mr. FORDNEY., Well, there were some conditions of the
roads or scarcity of the article in the market that ecaused it,
and it must have been due to some abnormal condition, becanse
the price here in this trade journal runs about the same, run-
ning along week after week, just as I have given it to you, and
any man will find by searching the record that the price of hay
in Montreal is always below our price in this country just
about the amount of the duty and the freight. Then will any
man in favor of this measure contend that by removing the duty
of $4 per ton upon hay it will not reduce the price of hay in
our market or increase it in Canada?

1t has been stated time and time again, and by the gentleman
from North Cavolina [Mr, Kiremin], I believe, on Saturday,
that this bill will not cause a reduction of prices in this conn-
try on farm products; that it will not injure the farmers.
There is only one way, in my opinion, that this bill could injure
the farmers, and that is by lowering the price of his farm
products, and if the importation of Canadian products into
this country does not lower the price of the products of the
farmer, it certainly will not lower it to the consumer. And
then, who is benefited? And if the friends of this measure
who stand here and contend that it is not in any way going to
injure the farmer, I ask who are you legislating for? You are
legislating for the Canadian absolutely.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman——

The OHAIRMAN, Will the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. COOPER. I am much interested in the gentleman’s
speech, and if he will permit me I desire to ask him a question
on the topic which he discussed a moment ago—the question of
reasonable profits guaranteed by the platform of the Republican
Party. I am a protectionist, and always have been, and the
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gentleman is a very strong protectionist. T believe that the
first time that prineiple ever was enunciated in the platform of
the Republican Party was in the Chicago convention of 1005—
that is, the provision for a reasonable profit. It never was in
cur national platform until 1908, Is not that true?

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not know, sir; I presume that is right.

Mr. COOPER. Yes. I think the previous platforms simply
provided for an equalization of competitive conditions by the
imposition of a tariff. -

Mr. FORDNEY. I will say to the gentleman, please make
your question as short as you can. I will appreciate it

Mr. COOPER. Now, then, after we have established the cost
price abroad and the cost price here, and imposed the tariff to
equalize conditions, how muech of a tariff is to be imposed In
order to yield a reasonable profit? And is the reasonable profit
to be 5 per cent, or is it to be 6 per cent, or is it to be 8§ per
cent, or is it to be 10 per cent upon a particular businéss? Is
it to be the same on all businesses? How is that to be adjusted?

Mr., FORDNEY. My idea is this: That since 1897 we have
had a tariff law upon our statute books under which the
American people, both labor and capital, have been prosperous.
I am old enough to remember back—muy memory is not so short
that it does not run back to 1804, 1805, and 1806—when con-
ditions were different, and when we operated under a different
tariff Iaw, when we all suffered financial loss, while labor was
the greatest sufferer in the land. I believe that our tariff laws
which have been on our statute books since August, 1897, are
sufficient to warrant a fair profit to the American people. I
contend and insist that we should continue under that policy
until we have been fully convinced that other conditions are
necessary.

AMr, COOPER. Will the gentleman permit just another ques-
tion right there? 4

Mr. FORDNEY., In just a minute. I had not finished on
hay. I want to complete my answer to the gentleman, Under
the Wilson bill the duty on hay was $2 a ton. Under existing
law and under the law known as the Dingley tariff law the
duty has been $4 a ton. Under previous laws the duty was, as
I remember it now, $+ a ton, which was the rate under the
McKinley law.

Some gentlemen say that if this tariff law is abrogated it
will not injure thie farmer or his products. For three years
during the life of the Wilson bill—four years, including a year
of suspense—we imported 625,000 tons of hay from Canada,
and for the last three years we have imporfed only 113,000 tons.
The rate is $4 per ton. It was $2 per ton then. There was n
great increase of importations under free trade—no; not under
free trade, but under a lower rate of duty—a much greater
importation then than now. Do not those figures show that by
reducing the duty we shall certainly have increased importa-
tions? And if Canada does not expect to send more of her
goods to our market in consequence of the reduction of these
duties, why is she in favor of this reduction? She can change
her tariff laws on our goods going into Canada at any time with-
out our having anything to say about it at all, as we ean change
the rate of duty on her goods coming into this country.

Now, my friends, another great and important industry in
our State is the production of beans. We produced some
$§15,000,000 worth of beans in the State of Michigan last year.
Under the Wilson bill the duty on beans was 20 per cent ad
valorem. That is my recollection now. Under existing law the
rate of duty is 45 cents per bushel. For the first year under
the Wilson bill we imported 1,160,000 bushels of beans from
Canada. How much was it last year? For the last three or
four years we imported less than 150,000 bushels a year. Will
any man, then, contend that by lowering the duty on beans
Canadian beans will not be brought into competition with
American-grown beans—that great and magnificent crop grown
in this country? ;

England produces beans for export for almost the whole
world, and she has a preferential rate of duty into Canada
below that which is given to us. I ask you, my friends, what
will prevent Cannada from purchaging for home econsumption
English-grown beans and dumping into our market her whole
bean crop? O, it is absolute nonsense, it seems to me, to say
that a reduction of the duty on beans will not increase the
jimportation of beans from Canada, and thus lower our prices,

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman yield for
a question?

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from New York?

Mr., FORDNEY. Yes; I will

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Does the gentleman know
that the Massachusetts Cost of Living Commission found that
beans brought a higher price in the markets of Canada than in
the United States?

Mr. FORDXNEY. No; I do not know it

Mr. HARRISON of New York. It is a faet.

Mr. FORDNEY. If so, how, then, can Canadians send to our
markets 150,000 bushels a year and pay a duty of 45 cents a
bushel? Explain that, if you will. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.] -

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Krrcmin] spoke
about cotton, Somebody on this side of the House said to him,
“If you will vote for free lumber, I will vote for free sugar.”
He said, “ Why, I will vote for both of them.” Did you ever
see anything that had the word “free” attached to it that
he would not vote for? i

Let me call his attention to cotton. Although it is not in
this bill, it is discussed in this Senate Document 862, Let
me say to the gentleman from North Carolina that I know this
much about the cotton industry in the South, that before there
were any cotton mills in the Southern States raw cotton sold
down there at 5 cents a pound. I was there and I know what
I am talking about. In 1892 and 1893 there were practically
no cotton mills in the South, and the southern farmers, for a
normal erop of 10,000,000 bales, received 5 cents per pound, or
$£300,000,000. What is the price to-day and what are the con-
ditions down there? There are in the South to-day nearly
11,000,000 spindles at work in the cotton mills, employing Ameri-
can capital and American labor. In speaking of the New Eng-
land States the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KitrcHIN]
said they were going to transfer the cotton mills from New Eng-
land to the South, or words to that effect. There are 15,000,000
spindles at work in the cotton mills of New England, a total of
26,000,000 spindles in the United States, The price of cotton
to-day is high, largely, I contend, the result of competition be-
tween Ameriean cotton mills and the foreign demand for cotton.
Ten million bales, a normal crop in the South to-day, instead
of bringing $300,000,000 to southern farmers as it did when the
price was 5 cents per pound, now Dbring to those farmers
$900,000,000. [Applause.]

There is a cotton mill in a little town In Mississippl that T
am familiar with. I went through that mill and saw every part
of it to familiarize myself with it. There are 20,000 spindles
at work in that mill. Based on that number of spindles, there
are more than 500 cotton mills in the South to-day working
on raw cotton raised in this country, employing American labor,
that was not employed in the South 20 years ago or 17 years
ago.

In the face of the fact that there are 26,000,000 spindles work-
ing in the cotton mills of the United States to-day, we exported
from this country directly to Europe and to Japan a large
quantity of raw cotton and purchased back from those coun-
tries last year $86,000,000 worth of cotton fabrics. Do you be-
lieve it is a good plan for a farmer in Jones County, Miss., who
raises cotton on a farm adjoining the city limits of a town
where there i{s a cotton factory, to send his raw cotton abroad
and employ Belgian Iabor that receives 18 cents a day, and then
purchase a pair of overalls when they come back to this coun-
try, made by that cheaper labor in Belgium, instead of encour-
aging the production of cotton or the building of another factory
in this country and keeping the money at home? Oh, my
friends, if you will go down South and preach to the southern
cotton growers what you preached here on Saturday, and give
them the facts and figures, you will make a Republican of every
southern white man.

The gentleman from North Carolina said he would vote for
free sugar. Sugar is not in the bill, but it bears upon this
subject. We have but one trade treaty upon our statute books
to-day, and God forbid that there ever be another like it, That
is Cuban reciprocity. I have talked so much about that subject
that I am called a erank on sugar, but let me call your atten-
tion briefly to a few facts and figures. I was in Congress at
the time that bill became a law. I protested against it and
voted against it then. Thank heaven it never became a law by
my vote., The balance of trade between this couniry and Cuba
at that time was $8,000,000 a year in favor of Cuba. Last
year it had grown to the enormous sum of $70,043,000. ILet me
tell the gentlemen on this side and on that side of the House
what you did when you voted for Cuban reciprocity. You
lowered the duty on sugar coming from Cuba 20 per cent below
the rate paid on sugar coming from all other countries, which
are all countries except our insular possessions. You reduced
it 20 per cent. We have imported from Cuba during the life
of that treaty 11,600,000 tons of sugar. 'This reduction of
20 per cent below the Dingley rate on that sugar sums up
$77,5610,000 the 1st day of January last lost fo the United States
Treasury.

Have the consumers of sugar in this country purchased their
sugar for any less money than they did before? No; notwith-
standing the fact that the world's supply of sugar before and
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after the adoption of that treaty has been plenty, notwithstand-
ing we have never had a famine on sugar or a short crop, so
that the country's supplies would be advanced on that account,
we have not bought sugar for a fraction of a cent less.

This is a step in the same direction. Do not forget when
you voted for a reduction of the duty on sugar coming from
Cuba, and when you vote for the reduction of the duty on goods
coming from any country in the world, instead of voting in the
interest of the consumers of this country you are voting money
into the pockets of foreigners or some one other than our
consumers.

Mr. KAHN. “Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FORDNEY. I will yield, yes.

Mr. KAHN. I want to call the gentleman’s attention to this
faet, that under the reciproeity treaty with the Hawaiian Islands,
which was entered into during the seventies, sugar was brought
in free from those islands. The duty was removed entirely.
The result was that the sugar was not reduced in price to the
consumer a fraction of a cent, but a number of men who did the
importing became multimillionaires as a consequence.

Mr. FORDNEY. I thank the gentleman for the suggestion.
In this country we have produced from cane and beets sugar as
follows: Taking the same value for the total of all the crops
mentioned from 1879 to date, about $4.70 per hundred pounds, we
produced $8,535,000 worth. Ten years later, in 1880, we pro-
duced $14,000,000 worth. In 1809 we produced $20,000,000
worth. Just then the great beet-sugar induostry took hold
under protection guaranteed in the Republican platform adopted
at the St. Louis convention in 1806, and the next four
years, 1004, our crops had grown from $20,000,000 worth to
$63,000,000 worth, and In 1909 to $76,655.000. It costs, in round
numbers, to produce sugar from beets $3.90 a hundred pounds.
It costs more in the Northern States than in the arid-land dis-
trict to produce a pound of sungar from beets. In Michigan it
costs about 4 cents to produce a pound. I have figures that will
show what, under free trade, if the gentleman from North
Carolina could have his way, the Sugar Trust could produce
refined sugar for per pound if made from foreign imported raw
sugar.

On the 13th of April, according to Willett & Gray's Trade
Sugar Journal, sugar in bond in New York is quoted at $1.01
a hundred pounds. The duty on that imported sugar from duty
paying countries, except Cuba, is $1.68%, and it costs 40
cents per hundred pounds to refine this sugar, or a total cost
of $3.00%, practically 4 cents per pound. But, my friends, our
imported sugar from duty paying countries comes prineipally
from Cuba. We imported about 1,750,000 tons last year, while
three-quarters of it came from Cuba. Deducting 20 per cent
of this duty from the Dingley law, which rate we give to Cuba,
and the Sugar Trust can produce a pound of refined sugar and
put it on the market in the United States for $3.65 per hundred
pounds, or about one-third of a cent below what it can be
produced for in this country. Remove the duty on sugar
altogether and the great American Sugar Refining Co. and the
Arbuckles and others in the refining business ean import from
foreign countries all the sugar we consume, reduce the priece
below what sugar can be produced for in this country, and
refine enough to wipe out of existence their competitors, and
up will go the priece again as of old.

And so when the gentleman from North Carolina says that
he will vote for free trade on sugar, I am safe in saying that
the sugar-refining companies in this country would pay a
million dollars a head for men of the same opinion, until sugar
is put on the free list, I impute no dishonest motives to him
or any other man at all. Do not so misunderstand me, but
men who will vote for free sugar are miszulded. That is the
point. It is well known that the Sugar Trusts of this country
have been recently prosecuted for dishonest methods, and I say
anything that will give them an advantage over the domestic
industry they would move heaven and earth to bring about. So
I criticize my friend from North Carolina for being a free
trader on sugar. I am not.

Now, I am going to close. I have detained the House alto-
gethier too long, much longer than I had intended, but I have
tried in my plain way to express to you my judgment about
the enactment of this law, to show that if it is put upon our
statute books it means the death knell to the farmers of this
country.

Mr. TANGLEY. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. LANGLEY. The gentleman stated awhile ago In answer
to an inquiry of mine that he would touch upon the lumber
question before he concluded.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I had forgotten. I will do
that briefly. Let me say that in this treaty it is proposed to
put rough Iumber coming from Canada upon the free list, and,

again, the treaty reduces the duty on dressed lumber, accord-
ing to the amount of work done upon it, below the prices fixed
in the Payne tariff law. If you will take last year's prices of
the imports of lumber from Canada, you will find that the rates
fixed in this treaty are about 5 per cent ad valorem, while our
lumber of the same grade going into Canada, with the same
amount of work put upon it, must pay 25 per cent ad valorem.
Canadians do not change their rate on lumber at all by the
erossing of a “t” or the dotting of an “i."” Gentlemen, I say
that it is absclutely unfair to put the product of that great,
magnificent industry, the product of the mills, upon the free
list unless you are going to help the consumer, and I ask you
whether or not the reductions recently made inured to the bene-
fit of the consumers?

I have information in my possession from a gentleman in
Pittsburg whom I know well, a lumber dealer, who recently
went into Canada and contracted for 10,000,000 feet of lumber,
white pine, to be brought to this country, and before the parties
in Canada would close their contract with him for this lumber
they insisted upon and did write into that contract a provision
that if this treaty becomes a law he shall pay $1.25 per thou-
sand feet more for his lmmber. I can produce a copy of that
contract if necessary.

Mr. LANGLEY. I have heard it frequently contended that
the kinds of lumber produced in Canada and shipped into the
United States, or that would be under free lnumber with Canada,
will not compete with the grades of Jumber produced in this
country.

Mr. FORDNEY. There is not a grade of lumber made from
any tree cut in the forests of Canada that does not come
directly into competition with the same grade of lumber pro-
duced in this country and in nearly every State in the Union
where lumber is produced.

Mr. LANGLEY. Does the gentleman not think, then, that if
this treaty goes into operation it will necessarily depress the
price of Inmber in the United States?

Mr. FORDNEY. It will do one of two things, as I have
contended all along in my argument. It will either lower the
price of the artiecle to the consumer in this country or it will
not. If it does lower the price to the consumer in this country,
then it injures the industry and the twelve hundred thousand
men employed in the sawmills of this country. If it does not
lower the price to the consumer, no one will be benefited but the
Canadian.

Mr. LANGLEY. Just one more question. Was that not the
effect upon the Iumber industry in the United States under the
free-lumber provision of the Wilson bill?

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, whether that bill was re-
sponsible for it or not I will not now attempt to argue, but it
Is my belief that it was. Prices were low, and the Iumber
industry was in bad shape. A great many concerns in the
country went into bankruptey or into the hands of a receiver.
Labor employed in the camps received $16 per month and board,
whereas labor now receives $40 and $45 per month and board.
It was the same in every other industry in the country.

Let me go a step further. In this bill it is proposed to put
print paper and pulp on the free list. At the same time every
Province in Canada has placed an embargo upon her pulp wood
There are 824 paper mills in this country with $400,000,000
capital invested. There are thousands of men employed in those
paper and pulp mills. They produced last year nearly
$300,000,000 worth of product. Many of those mills largely
depend now for thelr supply of wood upon Canada, yet in this
treaty Canada absolutely refuses to permit the changing of
her 1aws in a single Province to let us have her raw maferial
for our paper mills in this country, but at the same time this
bill proposes to put print paper on the free list.

Take out that provision of the law which puts print paper
on the free list and there is not a Republican newspaper or
magazine in the broad land that will not oppose it. Every one
of them would rise up in arms against the treaty. I have been
reliably informed that Willlam R. Hearst, of New York, a
prominent newspaper publisher, purchases 300 tons of paper
dally. If he believed that the removal of the duty on print
paper, which is about $4.90 per ton—say, for easy figuring, §5
per ton—if he believes that he can buy his print paper for
just that much less money, the amount of the duty, which would
be $1,600 per day on his raw material, do you expect him, Mr.
Hearst, to oppose Canadian reciprocity? No; he is no such
philanthropist. Every newspaper In the land has a selfish in-
terest. They are striking a blow at the agriculturist to get
their print paper free and discriminating against one of the
most important industries in the land.

Gentlemen, I thank you, and T have detained you already too
long. [Loud applause.]
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Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, how much time has the gen-
tleman occupied?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has occupied 2 hours and
2 minutes, making a total for that side of 3 hours and 27 min-
utes occupied.

Mr. DALZELL. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr, GARDNER].

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I rise for
the purpose of asking unanimous congent to print in the Recorp
an act passed by the parlinment of New Brunswick and ap-
proved by the governor of that Province on Thursday last.
It goes into effect on October 1 next. The title of this measure
is as follows:

An act respecting the manufacture of spruce and other pulp wood
cut on Crown lands,

My, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that I may print
this act in the Recorp in connection with the few remarks that
I may make.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the RErorp, Is
thera ohjection?

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr, Chairman, I object.

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts, The gentleman from
Florida forces me to read the ach

Mr. CLARK of Florida. All right; read it.

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I shall first take the op-
portunity of commenting upon it.

As you all know, the New Brunswick forests are principally
ownerd by that Provinee, and all rights to cut fimber are leused
from time to time to private parties. By the terms of the sew
act every license to cut spruce or other soft wood, trees or
timber, except pine and poplar, “shall contain and be subject
to the condition that all such timber cut under the authority or
permission of such license or permit shall be manufactured in
Canada: that is to say, into merchantable pulp or paper or
into sawn lumber, woodenware utensils, or other articles of
commerce or merchandise as distinguished from the said spruce
or other timber in its raw or unmanufactured state.”

In other words, at the very moment when our political neces-
sity is forcing us to make one-sided concessions to Canada, at
the very moment when we are engaged in reducing our agri-
cultural and other tariff schedules under the specious pretense
of reciproeal agreement, that is the time chosen by a great
Province of Canada for striking a blow at our manufacturers.
After October 1 next we shall no longer be able to import our
wooden raw material from New Brunswick. What a comment
this is on the doctrine that this reciprocity agreement will give
us cheaper raw materials! Its ficst result is to forbid us raw
materials altogether,

No one knows better than I that these remarks are falling
on deaf ears. No one knows better than I that New Brunswick
Iumber is not manufactured in the South, whose relentless grip
has been fastened on this branch of the Government. History,
however, has an unpleasant way of repeating itself. Already
at least one great Province of the Dominion has adopted the
Canadian poliecy which existed during the continuance of our
reciprocity treaty of 1834, To those of you who heard the
debate in this House two months ago I need not recall the
fact that by unfriendly legislation throughout the continuance
of the Elgin treaty Canada contrived to render yvalueless the
concessions which she made us,

Now, I shall read the act:

An act respeeting the manufacture of spruce and other pulp wood cut on
Crown lands.

Re it enacted by the licutcnant goternor and legislative assembly as
ollows
f 1. All sales of timber llcenses by the surveyor general, which shall
hereafter be made and which shall convey the right to cut and remove
spriice or other soft wood trees, or timber, other than pine and pop-
lar sultable for manufacturing pulp or paper, and all licenses or
permits to cut such timber on the limits and berths so sold, and all
claims entered into, or other authority conferred by the sald surveyor
general, by virtue of which such timber may be cut upon lands of the
Crown, shall be so made, issued, or grantced subject to the condition
get forth in the first regulation of schedule A of this act, and it shall
be sufficient if such condition be cited as * the manufacturing condition
in all such licenses, permits, agreement, or other writing.

2. The resolutions set out in schedule A of this act are herehy nPA
proved and confirmed and declared to be legal and valid to all intents
and purposes, and the sale shall apply to all licenses or permits here-
after issued, whether for the first time or in renewal of licenses or
permits heretofore issued or granted.

3. The lientenant governor in council may make any further or addi-
tional regulntions necessary to enable the surveyor general to carry
into effect the object and intent of the regulations contained in
schedule A,

4. No licensee of any timber llcense or permit shall hereafter sell,
assign, or in auf way transfer to any other person or company the
interest of such licensee therein under such license until such licensee
shall Imveﬂpald to the Province the sum of $4 per mile.

. The first three sections of this act and the regulations thereby
a{gproved shall not come Into force until the 1st day of October, A, D.

.

SCHEDULE A.

1. Every tlmber llcense or permit conferring authority to cut sprace
or other soft wood trees, or timber, not being pine or poplar suitable
for manufacturing pulp or paper, on the ungranted lands of the Crown
shall contain and be subject to the condition that all such timber cut
under the authority or permission of such license or permit shall be
manufactured in Canada; that is to say, into merchantable ?ulp or
paper, or into sawn lumber, woodenware utensils, or other articles of
commerce or merchandise, as distinguished from the said spruce or
other timber in its raw or unmanufactured state; and such condition
shall be kept and observed by the holder or holders of any such timber
licenses or permit who shall cut or cause to be cut spruee or other soft
wood trees, or timber,'not being pine or poplar, suitable for manufac-
turing pulp or paper under the authority thereof, and by any other
person or persons who shall cut or cause to be cut any of such wood trecs
or timber, under the authority thereof, and all such wood, trecs or
timber, eut into logs or lengths or otherwise shall be manufactured in
Canada as aforesaid. It is hereby declared that the cutting of spruce
or other soft wood trees, or timber, not belng l!l)lnc or poplar suftable for
manufacturing pulp or paper, into cord wood or other lengths, is not
manufacturing same within the meanfog of this regulation.

2. Should any holder of a timber license or permit, or any servant
or agent of such holder, or any person actinz for him or under his
authorily or permission, violate or refuse to keep and observe the
condition named In the preceding regulation, then, and in such case,
the license or permit to cut spruce or other softwood trees or timber
not being pine or poplar on the llmit or berth, territory, lot or lots
included in the license or permit, and on which or on any part of which
there was a breach of such regulation, or a refusal to observe or keep
the same, shall be suspended and held in abeyance and shall not be
reissued, nor shall n new license or permit issue unless and until
go directed by the Lientenant Governor in Council and then only upon
fm:h terms and conditions as the Licutenant Governor in Council may
mpose,

. The surveyor general, his officers, servants, and agents may do
all things necessary to prevent a breach of the aforesaid condition
and to secure complinnce therewith and may for such purpose take,
seize, hold, and detain all logs, timber, or wood so cut as aforesald,
and which it is made to appear to the surveyor general it is not the
intention of the licensce, owner or holder, or person In possession of,
to manufacture or cause to be mannfactured as aforesaid in Canada,
or to dispose of to others who will have the saime so manufactured
in Canada until security shnll be given to His Majesty satisfactory to
the surveyor general that the sald eonditlon wlll be kept and observed
and that such logs, timber, or wood will be manufactured in Canada
as aforesald; and In the event of the refusal on the fmrt of the
lHeensee, owner, or holder, or person in possession of such logs, timber,
or wood to give such security, within four wecks after notice of such
gelzure and demand of security by or on behalf of the surveyor general,
then the surveyor general may sell or cause to be sold such logs, timber,
or wood by publie auection after dne advertisement to some person or
persons who will give such security to His Majesty as the surveyor
general may require that such logs, timber, or wood shall be manu-
factured in Canada. The proceeds of such logs, timber, or wood shall,
after such seizure and sale, and any sum due and owing to His
Majesty for or in respect of nn]y timber dues, ground rent, or on ac-
count of the purchase of any timber or timber berths by the owner,
licensee, or holder of a permit, or other person who has eut or cansed
to be cut such logs, timber, or wood, or who is the owner or holder
of the same, to be paid over to the person entitled to the same.

4. Provided, necertheleas, That nothing in the preceding regulations
which requires spruce or other timber, not being pine, soitable for
manufacturing pulp or paper, to be manufaetured in Canada as afore-
sald shall apply to logs, timber, or wood eut and In use in Canada for
fuel, building, or other purposes for which logs, timber, or wood, in the
unmanufactured state are or may be used.

5. After seizure the burden of proving that the timber Is to be
manufactured in Canada shall be on the owners of such timber.

6. Where the timber to be seized i{s mixed up with other timher, the
whole of the tlmlber may be attached and dealt with accordingly until
satisfactorlly separated.

During the reading of the above the following colloquy
occurred :

Mr. CLARK of Florida. I can not understand the gentleman.
We do not know what he is reading. I will make the point of
order the gentleman must read so that we must understand it.

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts, Mr, Chairman, is the point
of order susfained?

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is overruled.

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I am going to insist
that this House do not degenerate into a circus, even if the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GArDNER] is playing the chief
role.

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. It is the gentleman from
Tlorida [Mr. Crarx] who has issued tickets for admission to
that ecircus. [Launghter.] P

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, T insist that I have a
right to hear what is going on.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has already ruled that there
is no rule by which the Chair can compel a Member of the House
to read in any other manner than he himself sees fit. Therefore
the Chair overrules the point of order.

Mr. CLARK of Florida. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Does the Chair mean to hold that
Members can get up on this floor and read a document or make
a speech in some jargon that is absolutely unintelligible, under
the rules of the House?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair means to hold what the Chair
has already stated, that there is no rule by which the Chair
can control the manner in which a gentleman reads a paper in
his own time.
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AMr. CLARK of Florida. Whether it is intelligible or not?

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. I do not suppose that the
gentleman from Florida means to be annoying in objecting to
printing this telegram in the Recorp, but I maintain it is an im-
portant thing that the House should have in its possession
to-morrow a full statement of that act, passed by the New
Brunswick Legislature on Thursday. TIor that reason, inasmuch
as I nm allowed only five minutes, I am reading rapidly, so as

- to get the matter into the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts. Ar. Chairman, as a matter
of fact, was not my time taken up in the discussion of the par-
linmentary inquiry?

The CHAIRMAN., The Chairman had that in mind, and per-
mitted the gentleman to go beyond the striet five minutes.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes more.

After the reading:

Mr. GARDXER of Massachusetts.
of my time. :

Mr. DALZELL. How muech time has the gentleman occupied?

The CHAIRMAN. Ten minutes.

Mr. DALZELL. Will the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
UxpeERWooOD] now yield some time?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield 80 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Hirrisox]. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mpr. Chairman, two months
ago the Canadian reeciprocity angreement went through this
House with an overwhelming majority, only to meet an un-
timely end in the angust body at the other end of this Capitol,
done to death by the standpatters, and by them unwept, un-
honored, and unsung.

When T voted for this bill, as a member of the minority, I
did so because I believed it was the most that we could hope
to obtain from a Republican administration. But now that
we arc members of the majority, I shall vote for it because it
is the first step in the Democratic plan of tariff reform. [Ap-
plause on the Demoecratic side.]

I am glad of an opportunity to follow my friend from Michi-
gan [Mr, ForpyEy]. I'rom sitting two years on the Ways and
AMeans Commiflee with him I have learned that whenever I
am on the oppesiie side of an economic question from the gen-
tleman from Michigan I am bound to be in the right, so that
when I follow lhim upon this floor, taking the opposite side of
this question, I Enow that I am standing upon solid and sub-
stantial ground. The gentleman from Michigan is the highest
protectionist of them all. Te is the author of the now historic
phrage that for him * the best tariff revision would be to make
the Dingley rates the bottom and the blue vault of heaven the
top.” Now, after the Napoleon of the standpatters, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzern], shall have fled from
the field with his broken and disheartened cohorts, the gentle-
man from Michigan, playing the part of Cambronne, will stand
there with the Jast remnants of the Old Guard, ready to die,
but never to surrender.

He has favored us to-day with n rebash of all the old protee-
tion arguments to which we have listened for now these 10
years past—arguments which the country repuiiated at the Iast
congressional eleetion.

Chief among his arguments was the threadbare, time-worn
Republican claim as to the effect of the Wilson tariff law upon
the articles protected by the present tarifi. He says that the
price of wheat went down under the Wilson law all on aceount of
the tariff protection being taken off, hut he neglects to state
that in those days the price of cotton was down to 6 cents, and
cotton had no tariff tax upon it. He neglects to state, what
so often has been stated from this side of the Chamber, and
muel better than I ean formulate it, that the financial depression
of those days, in so far as it was due to any legislation whatever,
was due entirely to the condnct of affairs by the preceding
Republiean administration. [Applause on the Democratie side.]
And he fafls to call attention to the oft-stated fact that the
issue of bonds debited against President Cleveland was an in-
heritance thnt fell to President Cleveland from the preceding
Republiean Secretary of the Treasury, who lefi a bankrupt
Treasury and had the plates already engraved from which those
bonds were to be printed and issued.

Now, the gentleman from Michizan, in ceming down to a
disenssion of the present tariff act in comparisen with the
Wilson tarift law, states the Wilson fariff law did not bring
in enough revenue to run the Government. The reason why
that is <o i3 beeause an integral part of the Wilson tariff law
was the income-tax provision, passed at the same time, but the
income-tax Inw was then declared unconstitutional. At the
present mowent the movement throughout the United States

I yield back the balance

to enable us to amend the Constitution so as to place an Income-
tax law upon the statute hooks is pressing to a trinmphant con-
clusion, and in my belief it will be the best means of accom-
plishing & genuine tariff reform that this country has ever
seen.

But the gentleman from Michigan went further and made the
bold statement, by way of contrast, that the present tariff
law, the Paync-Aldrich Act, does produce enough revenue to run
the Government. If the gentleman would look over the most
recent receipts at the Treasury, he would find that the present
tariff law is running some $12,000,000 behind what was ox-
pected, and that there would be a present deficit in the Trens-
ury if it were not for the increase in receipts from intcrual-
gevenue taxation, amounting to about $16,000000 In round

gures,

On Saturday afternoon we had the pleasure of listening to
the maiden speech of the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hixps],
and I think that every Member of the House wishes him well in
his new position in this House. But it struck me, in listening
to the academic discussion of the history of farm protection by
the gentleman from Maine, that he has served so long at the
right hand of the Speaker that he has grown a little bit out of
touch with the farmers of the United States. The gentleman
from Maine rehearsed for our benefit the experiences of Ger-
many and England, which he says we should follow. He re-
cited for our benefit the tariff law of Germany, which he says
protects the agricultural produects of that nation, and he repre-
gented to us the benefits that that had brought to the German
farmer.

But the gentleman from Maine, in describing the dramatic
manner in which Bismarck gave up his free-trade position and
gave himself over hand and foot to the agragrians, failed to
say that he did so, not at the demand of the farmers of Ger-
many, but at the demand of the agragrians, as they are called—
the great noblemen of Prussia, the great landed proprietors who
control all the farming lands of the Prussian kingdom, and
who, while retaining all the profit that they ean make out of
the tariff law or other restrictive measures for themselves,
grind down their tenant farmers in sweat into the soil of that
Iand. And I will tell the gentleman from Maine that the re-
gtrictions placed upon Germany by the agragrians are the
chief cause of the present economic discontent in the German
Empire.

Now, as to England. The gentleman from Maine advauced
an argument, recently prepared and presenfed by the fariff
commission of England, in faver of placing a f{ax upon agri-
enltural products. Why, the gentleman from Maine is evidently
not aware of the fact that protection is as dead as a doornail in
England to-day, and has never been more so through the whole
lListory of the British Empire. :

He seems to make use of the recomnmendations of the British
tariff board in very much the same way that standpatters in thig
country hope to make use of the recommendations of our so-
called Tariff Board. Our Tariffi Board is devized to continue
the reizn of protection. Let me show you whit I believe would
be the offect of the applieation by the Tariff Board of the
principle announced in the last Republican platform of the
proper method of establishing tariff rates. This says that it
should be the difference in the cost of production lhere and
abroad plus a reasonable profit for the manufaciurer. Now, I
will tell you exactly where that would lead yon. If you applied
that strictly, if you ascertained exactly the difference in the cost
of production here and abroad, and then added a reasonable
profit for the American manufacturer, what you would bring
about would be an absolutely prohibitive protection; because if
you have eliminated the difference in cost of production here
and abroad you have destroyed the abHity of anybody ountside
of the United States fo send anything in here, and then you
have driven the thing home by adding a reasouable profit for
the Awmericnn manufacturer.

Now, cortainly if this so-called Turiff Board of ours, which is
opernting at enormous expense, with great delay and with
complete secrecy, is to carry out the dictates of that principle,
we will not be able to collect any tariff revenues whatever, be-
cause everything manufactured here willt be nourished behind
a prohibitive protection in the United States.

Now, to return just a moment to the argument of the gentle-
man from Maine [Mr. Hixns]. Coming down from general
statements of pelicy he selected two industries wihich he was
particularly interested in seeing retalued under what he be-
lieves to be proper protection. One of them was cheese and the
otlier one was potatoes. Now, as o mutfer of fact, in the year
1910 we exported to Canada over $45,000 worth of cheese, and
the same year we only imported from Canada $27,000 worth of
cheese. Now, why do you suppose Americans sent their cheese
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to Canadan? Because they got a better market there. That is
why they sent it there. They did not send it there for fun, or
to amuse themselves, but te mnke more profit, and the move-
ment of cheese toward Canada was three times as big as the
movement of cheese from Canada toward the United States.

Here is what has been happening in cheese. In 1850 the
cheese produced on farms and ranges in the United States
amounted to 105,000,000 pounds: in 1860, 103,000,000 pounds;
in 1870, 63,000,000 pounds; in 1880, 27,000,000 pounds; in 1890,
18,000,000 pounds; and in 1900, 16,000,000 pounds. The fact is
that so far as the farmer is concerned cheese making is going
out of existence.

; L'Ir.l:MADDEN. Does that include the so-called clieese fac-
ories?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Noj; I amn just about to come
to that. The production of cheese in the United States is pass-
ing out of the hands of the farmers and into the hands of the
factories. In 19035, which was the last year for svhich we have
the statistics, the cheese factories in the United States pro-
duced 317,000,000 pounds, of which we exported 10,000,000
pounds. Under that system will you tell me how the farmer of
Mnine or New England is going to be injured by free trade in
cheese with Canada?

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield for one more ques-
tion?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Iiwney). Does the gentleman from
New York yield to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr, HARRISON of New York., Certainly, swith pleasure.

Mr. MADDIN. As n matter of faect, the factory gets the
produet from swhich the cheese is made from the farmer, does
it not?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Certainly.

Mr. MADDEN. And the profit is divided between the farmer
and the factory in the cost of the manufacture?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. The farmer can not both eat
his cake and have it, too. When he comes to complain about the
difference in duties between cattle and meat, then the farmer
says the meat is the product of the manufacturer and not the
farmer’s product. And so it is with cheese. Asa matter of faect,
free trade in cheese with Canada is not going to hurt the New
Ingland farmer one cent.

Mr. MALBY. Will my colleagué give way for a question on
that?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Certainly.

Mr., MALDBY. Is the gentleman able to state to the House
the difference of the market price in the United States, for in-
stance, New York and Canada, during the last few years?

Mr. HARRISON of New Yorlke. I will be glad to have the
gentleman furnish the figures with which le is evidently brim-
ming. It is difficult to obtain comparative prices, because the
two countries make different kinds of cheese.

Mr. MALBY. I mean the great bulk of cheese, the usual
Amerlcan cheese. It is that to which I refer, and it is that
to which the figures refer. Is it not a well-known fact that
the difference in price between Canadn and the United States
is substantially the amount of the tariff?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. If that were the case, the
consumers would benefit very much in the United States by
taking off the tariff, but I believe the gentleman is mistaken,
The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Perers] has kindly
handed me the report of the cost of living by the Massachu-
getts commission, in which the prices of cheese are given, as
between Detroit and Windsor, Boston and Montreal, Bangor
and St. John. It is 18 cents in Detroit and 18 cents in Windsor.

Mr. MALBY. Will the gentleman give way for another in-

uiry?
1 ;Irf HARRISON of New York. I will
Mr. MALBY. For what year is that?
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Nineteen hundred and ten.

Mr. MALBY. Is that the price that the farmers held it for?
Mr. HARRISON of New York. That is the price to the pro-
ducer.

Mr. MALBY. That is a higher price than it is ever sold
for—

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I beg the gentleman's par-
don; I see it is the price to the consumer.

Mr. MALBY. Oh, well, I know nothing about that; I am
talking about what the farmer gets.

Mr. LENROOT. Will the gentleman from New York yield
to me on this proposition?

Mr. HARRISON of New York, Certainly,

Mr. LENROOT. The gentleman has given the prices between
Detroit and Windsor.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Yes; I would have quoted
the other prices, but the gentleman from New York [Mr. Marsy]

spid that he had no interest whatever in the prices to the con-
stmer.

Mr. LENROOT. I wish the gentleman would quote the prices
of the Tariff Board on cheese between Detroit and Windsor.

Mr, HARRISON of New York. I would be glad to, but I
have not looked it up. The gentleman can put them in the
RECORD.

Mr. LENROOT. I will read them. The wholesale price in
Detroit was 154 cents and at Windsor 10 cents, At Detroit the
price was 174, but at Windsor it was 123,

Mr. HARRISON of New York. That illustrates the difli-
culty in depending on these statistics, because any man golng
from Toronto to Quebec and from Chicago to Bangor to ascer-
tain the price of farm products will find about 25 or 30 different
prices of the same commodity at the same time on either side
of the line. The Massachusetts cost-of-living statistics directly
controvert statistics produced by the Tariff Board.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakotn. Will the gentleman yield
for a suggestion?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. The gentleman has been re-
ferring to the retail prices, and these statistics refer to the
wholesale farmers’ prices. They make no contradiction, one of
the other.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Now, to resume the argument
which I was making against the statement of the gentleman
from Maine.

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. Defore the gentleman leaves
this matter, I would like to ask one question.

Mr. HARRISON of New York, Very well.

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. The gentleman stated that
the manufacture of cheese has passed from the farmer to the
factory; that the farmer was no longer interested in the effect
of this trenty.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Oh, no; the gentleman from
New Jersey is mistaken; I did not make any such broad state-
ment as that.

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. Since the farmer has found
it more profitable to sell the material from which the cheese
is made to the factory than to make it himself, is he any the less
affected by free trade in cheese than if he used his own mate-
rials to make the cheese? -

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I will say to the gentleman,
I did not attempt to make the distinction between the time
when he made it himself and between the time when the fac-
tories made it, but I said the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hixps]
in making his plea for the cheese farmer probably forgot the
industry was now in the hands of the manufacturer of cheese,
who makes it in factories.

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. How does that affect the
farmer less than when he made it himself, since he supplies the
factory with the raw material? If free trade’in cheese de-
stroys the business of that factory, then what is the farmer
to do with his raw material? And if the answer be to make
chieese with it, the question is, where will he sell it? ?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I agree neither
with the gentleman’s premise nor with his conclusien, and if he
had listened to my figures hie wounld not have made that argu-
ment, because I stated a few moments ago that the cheese
factories of the United States were making 317,000,000 pounds
of cheese and exporting 10,000,000 pounds of cheese.

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. True, but the simple point I
wanted to make——

AMr. HARRISON of New York. Oh, Mr. Chairman, I recret
to seem discourteous, but I think I have yielded long enough on
this subject.

Mr. GARDNER of New Jersey. I do not want to take the
gentleman’s time——

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I beg the gentleman will now
allow me to proceed.

Mr. MALBY. Will the gentleman give way for one question?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I decline to
yield further on this point. Now, as to the question of pota-
toes, about which the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hrwps]
geemed so much concerned, he evidently had not investignted
the fizures or he would have discovered that im 1910 we im-
ported from Canada $£36,000 worth of potatoes, and in the
same year we exported to Canada $213,000 worth of potatoes.
Now, if we have a surplus of potatoes from this country to
export into Canada, how are the potato growers of the United
States to be injured by free trade between Canada and the
TUnited States in potatoes? The fact of this thing, in my judg-
ment, is that the farmer is being made the cat’s-paw in this
matter. Gentlemen on either side of the Canadian border line
are making use of the farmer to pull their chestnuts out of
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their fire. The farmer is not going to be injured. The Ameri-
can farmer is not going to be injured when there are 12 Ameri-
can farmers to 1 Canadian farmer. The American farmer is
not going to be injured when the productions of our prinei-
pal crops are in such overwhelming proportions in favor of
the American. E

Crop production in 1909,

WIIBAT.

TUnited States bushels 064, 602, 000
Canada A do 160, 744, 000
OATS.

United States bushels_.. 1, 007, 353, 000
Canada do. 853, 406, 000
BARLEY,

Tnlted States. bushels__ 170, 284, 000
Canada = do 55, 898, 000
RYE,

TUnited States bushels__ 82, 230, 000
Canada do 1, 715, 000
HAY.,

Tnited States tons_— 64, 038, 000
Canada do 11, 877, 100
CORN.

United States —--bushels__ 3, 125, 713, 000
Canada do 18, 726, 000
POTATOES,

TUnited States bushels__ 370, 537, 000
Canada do 99, 087, 200
BUCK WIIEAT,

United States bushel 17, 4138, 000
Canada do T, 806G, 000
Crops exported in 1910.

Wheat bushels__ 40, G790, 876
Oats do 1, 085, 474
Barley do 3, 052, 627
Rye do———- 219, 756
Y e R s tons 53, 007

Corn (of which 6,000,000 bushels went to Canada), pe
bushels 44, 072, 200

Potatoes bushels_- 1, 001, 476

Buckwheat do_——— 148, 160

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. In saying that the Ameriean
farmer will not be injured by this proposed agreement, if it
becomes operative, does the gentleman mean to say that he will
not be injured because he will receive as mueh for his products
as he now does?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I firmly believe he will re-
celve fully as much for all his products.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Then the gentleman, I take
it, does not subscribe to the doctrine that the passage of this
bill will reduce the cost of living.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I will answer the gentleman
in two ways. First, by stating what I stated before, that Ire who
deludes himself into the belief that this is going to produce an
immediate reduction in the cost of food is very much mistaken.
I do not see hvw any gentleman can successfully maintain that
proposition on this floor.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Then the gentleman does not
subscribe to that idea, but rather to the other, that this will
not reduce the cost of living.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Eventually it will, but now it
can not.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Eventually, when it does, will
it also lower the cost of the farmer's product?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. It will not, as I stated, and
as I will state again, for in my judgment the effect of increasing
the sources of food supply will be to prevent the corner of any
product on any produce exchange in any city of the United
States, and will prevent thie middle man from raising the prices
to the consumer. :

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. This bill does not reduce
the price to any considerable extent upon what the middle man
has, the completed product, dressed beef and flour.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Obh, yes, it does. The gentle-
man is mistaken. IIe evidently has not examined the bill, If
he will permit me, T will come to that in a few moments.

Mr. Chairman, I would not read these figures, excepting for
the fear I have that the gentleman from Florida [Mr. CLARK]
may be present in the room. I would like to print them in the
Recorp. I ask unanimous consent to print these and other
tables in the RREcorD.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent to print certain tables in the REcorp. Is there
objection?

Mr, CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, T object.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, in order thor-
oughly to understand the extraordinary campaign which has
been waged against the reciprocity agreement on both sides of
the border line it is necessary to look no further than the

thirty-fifth page of the Canadian reciprocity agreement as
printed for the use of the Ways and Means Committee.

Read down at the bottom of page 35 and it will appear that
the present rate is $1.25 per thousand feet on lumber, which
duty is to be removed and that article is to be made free. The
whole source of the agitation on the American side of the line
comes right from the United States Lumber Trust. It has been
urging the farmer into the belief that this reciprocity is going
to hurt the farmer, wherecas the sole interest that the lumber-
man has is not for the farmer of the United States, but for him-
self. A few years ago I was down at Jacksonville, Fla. I was
driving along that magnificent drive there, the water front, and
I asked the old negro driver who it was who owned a fine house
we were passing. “ Why,” he said, “ that is Mr. Jones's house,
the lumber king.” We drove about another hundred yards
and there was another magnificent dwelling on the St. Johns
River. Isaid,* Who owns that house?” * Why,” he said, “ that
is Mr. Smith’s, the great lumber king.” And then we went a lit-
tle farther and there was a palace of another lumber king, and
you could take all over the United States wherever there is any
timmber and you will find out that that is the case in each one
of those cities. Now, these gentlemen are important, they are
powerful, they are rich, and they have come into the arena to
do battle with this measure of tariff reform. If they can, they
will do it to the death, but so far as the Members of this House
are concerned, the Democratie Party is ready to do battle with
the Lumber Trust for the rights of the American people. [Ap-
plause on the Democratie side.]

On the Canadian side of the line the opposition has been just
as bitter as it has been on ours, and on their side of the line
it proceeds from exactly the same kind of people, the highly
protected interests. Now, I have here a few copies from some
of the Canadian newspapers showing the frame of mind of the
Canadian, whom the farmer of the United States supposes to
be chortling in his glee at the prospect of the magniticent ad-
vantnge that Canada is to derive over the Yankee from this
agreement. One man says that “reciprocity is going to split
Canada in two.” Another speaker says that it is * the worst
possible distortion of democracy.” Another member of Parlia-
ment announces that this is an * outrageous thing.” A Cana-
dian newspaper says that Canada is about to “ turn aside from
lier high destiny and become the lumber camp and dumping
ground of the proud and prosperous American Republic.” An-
other Canadian newspaper has an editorial which says, * Reci-
procity scotched, but not killed. The snake is scotched, but not
killed. Congress has expired without passing the reciprocity
resolutions, but an extraordinary session has been called for
April 47 Now, here is what one of the leading members of
Parlinment eald in the House of Commons there. Ie said,
“ Everybody is really laughing at the Canadian commissioners,
they being such fools as to go over to the United States and
bring back what is in reality a pinchbeck, an imitation treaty,”
and here he says in the presence of the prime minister:

Let me tell the minister exactly all about all that, If you look
through this treaty you will find that a long, lean, dark
The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield the gentleman 30 minutes addi-
tional.

Mr. HARRISON of New York (reading)—

A long, lean, dark, halry hand has manipulated every part of It. I
wonder whose it is?

Mr. MALBY. Mr. Chairman, will my colleague give way for
an inquiry? '

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. With pleasure.

Mr. MALRY. I notice the gentleman is reading a great many
extraets from Canadian papers against the so-called treaty.
Assuming he has concluded his reading, I wanted to inquire
whether he had found any of them who are in favor of it?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Why, I have not any here
handy to quote, but I will assure the gentleman that the Cana-
dian protectionist on his side of the line is much more terrified
at the prospect of reciprocity even than the American farmer
on his side of the line.

I have here a letter which was written by my colleague on
the committee, the gentleman from Missourl [Mr, SHACKLE-
rorn], in which he addresses his constituents with some very
edifying information about the balance of trade in agricultural
commodities between the United States and Canada, and in the
absence of the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Craex], I am go-
ing to announce that I shall also print this in the REecomp,
Briefly, he says that of horses during the last five fiscal years
we sold to Canada $14,000,000 worth and Canada sold to us
$2,600,000 worth, being a balance in our favor of $11,600,000
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worth. Of cattle, we sold to Canada $1,500,000 worth and gac?n g}ltﬂ dhamﬂ 88},2, 080
Cannda sold to us $1,100,000 worth. pg'f-k', barreled in brine 930, 303

The balance in our favor is $354,000. Of meat and dairy | Meats, dried or smoked 85, 000
prodiets, we sold in Canada $17,000,000 worth and Canada sold MME'{! K-'llﬂ!"{ - 39. 333
to us $004,000 worth, being a difference in our favor of | parg°s Mo 1, 847" 000
$16,000,000. Of breadstuffs, we sold to Canada $31,500,000 | Lard compounds ' " 62; 000
worth and Canada sold to us $6,600,000 worth, being a difference v%",‘[?cﬂat‘td ﬂ‘;‘;ﬁ"*" bles 1&8' ggg
in our favor of §24,916,000. Prepared cereal foods 240, 000

Now, from these figures the gentleman from Missourl [Mr,
SHACKLEFORD] argues to his constituents:

Of these items, which are largely produced in Missourl, we sold to
Canada $53,030,7565 more than Canada sold to us. Upon these articles
swwe had to pay the Canadian tariff. But for this Canadian tarif our
balsnce on these items would have been still larger. Reciproeity would
relieve us from that hindrance to our trade. Iiow, then, could reci-
procity hurt the Mlssourl farmer?

Again, here is another newspaper statement of a Canadian
reason for opposing reciprocity, and it sounds exactly like the
same argument on behalf of the same kind of people on our side
of the line. This is Sir Bdmund Walker, of Toronto, president
of the Canadian Bank of Commerce. e said:

I am opposed to this proposition, because Canada has nothing to gain
by it nm? everything to lose. We are the largest purchasers of goods
from the Unlted States, and we scll comparatively little. ‘What can
we gain by free trading with thls country when we have little of our
raw products to sell? Canada consumes 80 per cent of her food prod-
ucts, and this home consumption is growing nt a rapid rate. A few
years ago we sold to Great Britain 825.003,000 worth of cheese and
§7,000,000 worth of butter annually. To-day our cheese exports to Great
Briiain have Tallen off to $17,000,000 and we export no butter. Canada
is building up an Independent nation, and we have o stroggle before us,
We do not want to create a market for our agricultural products In
their raw state, for we have all the customers we need at onr own
doors, who pay the farmers prlces as high as those of the United States.

Now, I will very cheerfully corroborate his statement about
the prices by reading here a table of prices of standard cattle,
both in Torento and Chicago, from 1901 to 1910

Table of priccs, 1901 o 1310,

Torento. Chicazo.

[

Mg e o o o e
SHBZEEIBEEE
ponppmmeni
RE22BREZE8a

And also a table of prices of various commodities in Toronto
and New York, January 2 of this year, as follows:

New York.

Taronto,
Bran, per ton §24.00 £24.00
Hay, No.1..aee- 18.00 16.00
No. 1 dairy bitter, per pound 10.% ‘”é*
vo. 1 dal utter, per poun L :
Eggs, new laid, per dozen.. .50 35
Ducks, per pound.......... 17 .10
Clilokens, Per poiNd..ccasassessesssanas ¥ .16 J12%
Turkeys, Der Pound . cceucremssemmensonen it .22 181
Geoss, perpound.. . ooooooiiciciiiaaanaa " J14 14
Apples, Spy, per barrel. 4.50 3.50
Onions, per bushel. ... 1.00 75
Potators, DeT DOE. .. cvesimsiasinsnnssaninnnsasncns .90 T

In view of that statement it is hardly surprising that on
March 18 the resolution introduced by Premier Whitney in the
Ontario Legislature protesting against the ratification of the
agreement for reciprocity with the United States was earried
last evening by a vote of 75 to 17.

Again, the Toronto Mail and Ewmpire of February 15, 1911,
BOYS:

The markets of Britain and Germany swallow up United States farm

roduce, and as for the Dominion, it is n pretty good customer for
B’nclc Sam, even though duties are collectible upon what he has to sell.

on March 81, 1910—we

Last year—that is to say, the ycar cnd[nf e e o2 00
'ollowing :

bought from the United States of agricultura

Animals $0681, 000
Grains 2068, 000
Hay 141, 000
Potatoes 179, 000
Tomatoes 105, 000
Other vegetables 480, 000
Fruit 1,120, 000
Butter 10, 0O
g 177, 000
Honey 20, 000
Clover seed and timothy - 748, 000
Fruit and other seeds. 50,
Fresh meats 106, 000

If the United States s the paradise for farmers, how does it happen
that all these ?rodncts from the United Stntcs come to us despite the
adverse duties? While the reciprocity scheme is represented to be a

reat concession by the United States Goevernment to the Canadian
armers, for whom that Government has suddenly developed an affec-
tion, the truth is that it is really a plan for the improvement of the
condition of the United States farmers, and for the thwarting of the
British preference for Canada which the Unionisis in Dritain are advo-
cating, The United States farmer will get under reciprocity a larger
share of the Canndian fruit market, the Canadian meat market, and
the Canadian market for early vegetables. He will also be assurcd of
the continuation of free trade in Britain for his surplus. But the Ca-
nadian farmer can not derlve n corresponding advantage from the
bargain. Everything we ean produce is nlso produced in the States, and
in quantities that are far in excess of the consumption.

Mr. KENDALL rose.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from New York yield
to the gentleman from Iowa?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Yes, sir.

Mr. KENDALL. Is it the tendency of the gentleman's argu-
ment to establish that agricultural products are really cheaper
in America than they are in Canada?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. In many cases they are.
There is no general rule which can be observed.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr., ForoNeEy] submitted
=zome fizures upon the price of hay in the United States and the
price of hay in Canada, and he evidently had not examined the
report of the Tariff Board on this subject, because instead of
being able to tell me that my figures on hay were isolated
examples, he would find that all along the line and in almost
every instance hay is more expensive in the Canadian market
than it is in the markets of the United States. If he will go
further and examine this report, and the report of the Massa-
chusetts commission to investigate the cost of living, he will
find that beans, peas, beets, and onions, as well as other vege-
tables, are uniformly or almost nniformly, higher in the Cana-
dian markets than they are in the markets of the United States.
I will submit to the Committee, and print in the REecorp, the
prices of eggs, which along the Canadian border line are more
expensive in Canada than they are in the United States, caus-
ing n natural export from our country to Canada of 750,000
dozen last year, while we imported from Canada only 39,000
dozen:

Wholesale prices January, 1911, in Buffalo, 30 cents a dozen;
Toronto, 40 cents a dozen: retall prices, Buffalo, 86 cents a dozen:
"Woronto, 5O cents a dozen. In DBangor, Eastport, and Calals, Me.,
wholesale prices, 26-30 cents . dozen; St. Btephens, New Brunswick,
23 conts. In Manchester, N. H., wholesale, 27 cents; retail, 80 cents.
In Sherbrooke, Qucbee, wholesale, 35 cents; retall, cents. In
Ogdensburg, N. Y., wholesale, 30 cents; retail, 35 cents. In Prescott,
Cnnada, wholesale, 32 cents; retail, 30 cents. In Baurlington, Vt.,
wholesale, 27 cents; retail, 30 cents. In Montrenal, wholesale, 35 cents;
retail, 40 cents.

Now, there ig one great exception to my bellef that the cost
of food products will not be immediately lowered by the pas-
sage of this act, and I refer to the guestion of fish.

Undoubtedly the admission of fish free from Canada will be
a great boon to the eastern cities along the Atlantic seaboard.
At the present time we import $18,800,000 worth of fish alto-
gether, of which 35 per cent comes from Canada. Now Canada
exported $16,000,000 worth of fish last year, and I hope and be-
lieve a considerable proportion of the Canadian export of fish
will henceforth come to the people of the cities on the Atlantie
seabeard, where the high prices of meat have made it all the
more desirable for the people of those cities to have cheaper
fish.

The United States Bureau of Fisheries has estimated that
Canada can supply us, if given a chance, with twice as great
a supply of cod, haddock, and hake as she does now, and with
an immensely increased supply of halibut, mackerel, salmon,
and smelts. According to their estimates, Canada could supply
us with 20,000,000 pounds fresh cod, 10,000,000 to 15,000,000
pounds fresh haddock, 5,000,000 pounds fresh hake, and
12,000,000 pounds of fresh halibut.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HARRISON of New York. Yes,

Mr., LA FOLLETTE. I would like to know where the gentle-
man gets his figures on the fish products.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Those were the fizures given
out by the United States Bureau of Fisheries about three
weeks ogo.
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I simply wish to say that in this book,
which is put out for our credence on reciprocity, it is shown
that Canada shipped into the United States, all told, fish to
the value of $73,000,000, as against less than $4,000,000 worth
shipped into Canada by the United States.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. The gentleman is talking
about salted fish. I was not talking about salted fish. I was
talking about fresh fish entirely.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I was talking about all kinds of fish.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Now, to take up one other
point in this argument; the farmers of the United States have
been made to believe that while their products have gone on
the free list the produets of manufacturers have been left at the
former high rates. In other words, the farmers have been
made to believe that they are mot getting a square deal, and in
that belief they are encouraged to assert that the negotiators
of this treaty have betrayed the farmer for the sake of getting
free food from Canada; that they put his products on the free
list and keep high taxes upon manufactured articles. Now, the
most brief and cursory examination of the provisions of this
agreement will show that manufactured articles have been im-
mensely reduced in duties, not all along the line, but in many
articles in which the farmer himself is interested. I will print
these in the Reconp instead of detaining the committee at this
time by reading them:’

RECITROCITY CONTAINS REDUCTIONS ON

Many agricultural implements, 45 per cent to 20 per cent: Hay load-
ers, potato diggers, fodder or feed cutters, grain crushers, fanning mills,
{_m:;a [t.cddcrs, farm or fleld rollers, manure gpreaders, windmills, parts for

epair.

I'ortable engines and traction engines, 30 per cent to 20 per cent.

l;ocketknl"cs, gcissors, shears, and cutlery, 40-6G0 per cent to 27§ per
cent.

Clocks, watches, etc., 40 per cent to 27% per cent.

Farm wagons, 35 per cent to 223 _per cent.

Also, flour from 25 per cent to 50 cents per barrel.
tables, 40 per cent to 1} cents a pound.
50 cents per 100 pounds. Prepared cereal foods, 20 per <ent to 173
per cent. Mutton, lamb, and fresh meats, 14 cents per pound to 1%
centsdper pound., Bacon and hams, 4 cents per pound to 13 cents per
pound.

Also, carbon electrodes, 30 per cent to free. Brass in bars and rods,
45 per cent to free. Cream separators, 45 per cent to free. Tinplates,
1.2 cents per pound to free. Crucible cast-steel wire, 35 per cent to
free. Galvanized iron and steel wire, 1.2 cents per pound to free. Type-
casting and typesetting machines, 30 per cent to free. Barbed feneing
wire, 3 cent per pound to free. Rolled round wire rods, 0.0 cent per
pound to free,

But it is a falr question to ask why there were not more
manufactured articles either reduced in duty or put on the free
list. The farmer thinks that the people who negotiated this
treaty did it because they meant to make a drive at him, and as
one of those who is in favor of the treaty, I feel some concern
that he should entertain such a supposition. I will therefore
read, for the benefit of the committee, a brief explanation made
by the Canadian premier, Sir Wilfred Laurier, as to exactly
why the treaty was drawn up in the shape it is now in. Speak-
Ing in the Canadian House of Commons on March 7, 1911, he
said:

This agreement s concerned chiefly with natural products. There
are no manufactured {n‘uducta dealt with in it, except agricultural fm-
plements. In negotiating this agreement we have adhercd strictly to
the terms of the resolution which was adopted at the Liberal conven-
tion of 1803, In which the Liberal I'arty dcclared for a treaty of recl-
procity in natural products and a carclully considered list of manufac-
tured Products. Why did we put this restriction in our resolution?
Why did we state in so many words that the reciprocity which we would
negotiate, If it ever beeame our lot to do so, wounld be general for
natural products, and would be confined to a earcfully Prr-pnrc-d list of
manufactured products? Because, sir, there is a vast difference be-
tween reciprocity in aatural products and reciprocity In manufactured
goods. This is the reason we have acted with this prudence. I do
not know who was ment at the conference which took place between
our two friends besides me and Mr. Knox; but it 1s not a great effort
of imagination to suppose that the Americans were far more concerned
ahout obtaining reciprocity In manufactured products than In natural
products ; but our negotintors would not consent to any reclprocity in
manufactured products, but inslsted on limiting the agrecment simply
to such manufactured products as agricultural Implements.

So that gentlemen can plainly see, from the gtatement of the
Canadian premier himself, that the Amerieans were not trying
to keep all manufactured products on the dutiable list; that it
was the Canadians themselyes who were doing that; that they
were unwilling to have our manufactured products come into
Canada at greatly reduced rates,

Now. so far as Democrats are able to correct thig inequality,
we propose to do so by a bill which will come treading fast
upon the heels of this one, for the moment that the reciprocity
agreement has passed the House the Democrats will offer the
House a bill placing upon the free list a great many manufac-
tured products which the plain people and the farmer folks of
the United States have to purchase. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

MANUFACTURED GOODS.

Canned vege-
Oatmeal, 1 cent per pound to

But the farmers should understand that the treaty drawn in
the form in which it is, which is substantially the form of the
Democratic reciproeity treaty of 1854, was not drawn with any
dark or cunning design on the part of privileged interests in
this country pulling the strings behind the scenes, but was the
result of the refusal of the Canadians themselves fo let more of
our manufactured products come into their country.

But, as the gentleman from North Carolina well said the other
day, it is impossible to measure the bLenefits of this treaty by
any figures of dollars and cents. There is a bigger question
here than any gquestion as to whether a peck of onions costs
more in Canada or in the United States. It is a question of
principle that goes to the very roots of our economie policy.
It is a principle which, I am glad to say, the Democratic Party
is standing almost solidly behind. I believe it is the entrance
to a new era of economic prosperity. The gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. ForpnNeY], in boasting about the effects of his
protective system, entirely overlooked the panic of 1907-1909.
He had a singularly agile memory when he transported us
back to the days of 1894-1890 and entirely neglected to call our
attention to the Roosevelt panie, under high protection, which
struck hardest of all in the highly protected disirict of Pitts-
burg, where most men were thrown out of employment. Over-
looking that panie, the gentleman from Michigan believes that
the protective system has built up the prosperity of the United
States. Gentlemen on this side of the Chamber believe that our
prosperity has gone forward by leaps and bounds in spite of
that prohibitive protection, and they believe that this reciprocity
agreement will produce the greatest prosperity that this country
has ever known. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. McMORRAN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I will ask the gentleman not
to interrupt me. I am about to conclude. I believe our eco-
nomiec prosperity will advance by the greatest strides this
country has ever seen as soon as this treaty with Canada goes
into effect, and that it will lead inevitably and with unerring
aim to absolute free trade between the Dominion of Canada and
the United States. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. Chairman, the immediate effect upon our business affairs
of striking down these unnatural barriers between our sister
country and ourselves will he magicnl. By the treaty of 1S54
half of the Canadian carrying trade was immediately trans-
ferred, the very next year, into the hands of the United States,
and as soon as this treaty goes into effect every line of industry
and every occupation in the United States will at once reap the
benefit of a sound, healthy, and sane economic administration of
affairs between ourselves and the Dominion of Canada. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

I yield back the balance of my time and ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the REcorp,

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. SHerLeY). I8 there objection?

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr, DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, how much time did the gen-
tleman from New York consume?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York consumed
47 minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Chairman, T now yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Perers].

Mr, PETERS., Mr. Chairman, I spoke on the subject of
Canadian reeciproeity last February and I now wish to urge
again its consideration.

This is the identical measure which at the last session of
Congress paseed this House by an overwlelming majority.
The opposition in the Senate prevented its consideration in that
body and now the House is preparing to again pass the measure,
and by their action and the renewed urgency of our President
force the consideration of the reciprocity bill on the Senate,

Since the days of the Revolution the subject of closer com-
mercial relations with Cannda, a country situated on our same
continent and populated by people of similar tastes and stand-
ards, has ever been before our people, but at no time has the
popular demand for an extension of our trade relations with
our neighbor on the north been o universul ns it is to-day.

With the ever-increasing cost of living and the hindrance of
our industries by a tariff policy which raises the cost of pro-
duction of American goods, the manufactories of our country
are demanding wider markets and the people of our cities are
demanding cheaper goods. Our industries, unequaled in power
and production by any in the world, can no longer demand the
entire surrender to them of the American market, and a reduc-
tion of the price of necessities can be accomplished only by an
extension and widening of our commercial relations. The first
step to check the increasing cost of living is offered by reci-
procity with Canada. Further steps will be taken as rapidly
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as possible, for the Democratic Party, elected on pledges for a
lower tariff, proposes to keep those pledges by revising the tariff
in the consumer’s interest. Mr. Chairman, had the Nation
listened with more patience to those who a eentury ago urged
closer commercial relations with the Provinces to our north,
both countries would have developed along natural lines of
commeree, and to-day we would not hear the complaints of that
small proportion of our population who believe that this agree-
ment will prove injurious fo them. We have also, Mr. Chair-
man, the illustration before us of the workings of a previous
treaty of a similar nature with our neighbor.

THE ELGIN TREATY, 1854-18686.

Although the reciprocity sentiment has always been felt in
the councils of this Nation, but one really comprehensive reci-
procity agreement with Canada has become a law. This agree-
ment—the Elgin treaty—was in force from 1854 to 1866. It
dealt with three subjects—navigation of the St. Lawrence, trade
relations, and the fisheries question. Of these the subject of
trade relations is alone germane to the present discussion. The
question of the fisheries, recently settled by The Hague, now
interests us only in its commercial aspect, and the navigation
question is a thing of the past.

The sentiment toward establishing a reciprocity agreement
with Canada was very strong in the late forties. In 1848 such
an agreement passed the House, but went no further and failed
to become a law, because of complications as to the St. Law-
rence which were of such a nature that they could never have
been unraveled by legislative action alone.

In 1830 another bill to establish Canadian reciprocity passed
the House, but was again halted by the complexities and doubls
as to the attitude of Canada, and this attempt also failed.

In 1853, therefore, Congress passed a resolution authorizing
{he President to arrange reciprocity by means of a treaty, and
under this authorization the treaty was drawn and was later
passed by the House and ratified by the Senate. The Elgin
treaty thus enacted provided a much more complete free list
than that here presented. It provided for free interchange of
natural produets from farm and sea, forest and mine. The free
list contained wood, cotton, coal, wool, raw tobacco, meats, and
manufactured lumber. This extensive free list met with almost
universal approval, and although it put on the free list many
more products of the farm than are included in the list before
us now, yet it was not considered to have injured the agricul-
tural interests. No complaint was heard from the Ameriean
farmers as to the workings of the Canadian agreement, and, in
fact, their only criticism was that more producis were not
placed on the free list.

The feeling against the Elgin treaty, which resulted in its
repeal in 1866, can not be attributed to its economic failure,
and a study of its effect on our commercial relations with
Canada is the strongest argument in support of the Canadian
reciprocity agreement of to-day.

SUCCESS OF ELGIN TREATY,

In answer to a resolution of the House the Secretary of the
Treasury communicated to the House of Representatives Feb-
ruary 21, 1864, a letter which gave tables which furnish us with
information as to the working of this treaty. The total imports
into Canada from the United States in 1850 are shown by this
table to be $06,504,860, on which we paid in duties the sum of
$1,069,814. The exports from the United States into Canada
were at this time gradually inereasing each year, though at a
very slow rate; but in 1855, the year after the ratifieation of
the treaty, our exports to Canada alone amounted to $20,828,676,
and increased yearly until in 1862 they amounted to $25,173,157.
So under the operation of this treaty the exports from the
United States to Canada inereased from $6,000,000 to $25,000,000
annually, more than quadrupled.

At the same thne the vnlue of the free goods which we sent
into Canada from the United States increased from $791,128 in
1850 until they reached $10,444.374 in 1862, the last year in
which there was return, or from considerably less than one
million up to nearly twenty millions.

It can not be claimed that the Canadian dutics were unfairly
raised, because during all this time the Canadian rate of im-
port duty, which in 1850 was 1843 per cent, inereased in 1861
to 19 per cent, which was only a small fraction larger than
when the treaty wias commenced. To Canada and its Provinces
the total exports from the United States increased to $25,620,110
in 1863 and the imports from Canada and the Provinces from
$400,704 to $19,200,005. The total trade between the United
States and Canada inereased from $24,182,103 in 1854 to $40,-
908,887 in 1862, and shows the marked success of the treaty.
The figures for the last few years of the treaty are misleading,
because the war between the Stiates created an unnatural de-
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mand for Canadian goods. The minority in their report protest
against the measure because “it renews a trade agreement
with Canada similar to one which heretofore existed, from
1854 to 1866, and the operation of which proved disastrous to
the United States.” The effect of that treaty is one of the
strongest reasons for the enactment of this present measure,
and the fizures I have just given indicate that commercially
the previous treaty was successful, and we are confident this
treaty will prove so as well. All the conditions which made
that treaty successful exist to-day in greater force. The fuct
that the total trade with Canada almost doubled in less than
10 years may show to those opposed to the measure that it was
a failure, but I am confident that the people of this country
will regard such a faet as the best evidence of its success.
TRADE RELATIONE WITH CANADA.

Since 1802 the United States has sent each year to Canada
an amount constantly increasing in exeess of our imports from
the north, until in the fiscal year of 1910 our Canadian exports
were more than double our imports—$206,611,617 to $96,257,908.

WHERE CANADA TRADES TO-DAY,

In proportion to her population Canada is the best market
for our products, and her purchases from this country of $223.-
521,809 are over twice what she purchased from Great Britain
and compose half of the entire imports of the Dominion. Her
exports to us amount to $104,190,675 as against exports of
$189,482,045 which she sends to LEngland. Hence, while supply-
ing half her imports, we only purchase from her 57.3 per cent
of her exports. Our exports to the German Empire are hut
$258.000,000, or but little in excess of those to Canada. With-
out the item of cotton our exports to Germany amount fo $120,-
000,000. Enormous as is this trade with Canada, with the
artificial barriers of the tariff removed it would undoubtedly,
if we may judge by our previous experience with Canadian
reciproeity, greatly increase our commercial relations with the
Dominion, Since the unwise termination of reciprocity in 1866
Canada's exports to England have increased 527 per cent, but
her exports to this country only 62 per cent. Here at a glance
is the result of high protection—an invisible, unnatural, po-
litical border line made nearly nine times as obstructive as
2,000 miles of salt water.

THE EFFECT OF OTIHER RECIPFROCITY TREATIES,

We have seen that the effect of the previous reciprocity
treaty was to immensely enlarge the business and commerce
between the United States and Canada. That such enlarge-
ment was to the mutual profit of the people of both countries no
one can deny. Commercially and politically it served a most
important purpose. In considering the effect which this pro-
posed treaty with Canada may have, it will be particularly im-
portant to see the effect on our trade relations which other
reciprocity treaties which are at present In existence have pro-
duced.

Trade with the Philippine Islands shows tremendous growth
under the stimulus of the reciprocity agreement, as is shown
by the following tables:

Exports from United States to Phillppine Islands, 1009__ $11, 180, 441
Imports from Philippine Islands 9, 433, 086
Total trade for year 1909, before free trade.— o 20, 625, 427

& |
Exports from United States to Thilippine Islands, 1910_.._ 16, 832, 645
Imports from I'hilippine Islands to United States_._______ 17,817,807

Total trade for year 1910, after free trade-—————_— 34, 150, 542
An increase of 70 per cent during a single year.
Porto Rico, with which we have free trade, shows by its im-
ports and exports an equally strong argument for reciprocity :

Exports from United States to Porto Rico, 18908 _______ §1, [05, D46

Imports from Porto Rico to United States, same year_____ 2,414, 356
Total trade for year ending June 30, 1808________ 3, 020, 302
———————y

Shipments of merchandise from TUnited Btates to Iorto
Itico, 1910 27, 007, 054
Imports from Porto Rico to Unlted Btates . _____ 32, 005, 807

Total trade for year 1910 569, 193, 561
Cuba, with which we have a reciprocity agreement, shows the
advantages of this trade, as follows:
Imports from Cuba to United States, 1908 . .___ §62, 942 790
Exports from United States to Cuba, 1003 ______________ 21, 761, 0638

Total trade for 1903, before treaty___ . _____ 84,704, 428
Imports from Cuba to Unlited Btates, 1910 _ oo 122, 528, 037
Exports from United States to Cuba, 1010______________ b2, 868, 708

1756, 380, 705
The arrangements above show absolutely that in all three
instances both countries have profited immensely by their trade,
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and can anyone doubt that in obtaining for the people of the
United States the food products from these islands we lhave
made a distinet advance in retarding the ever-inereasing cost of
living? To the people of these islands themselves we have
given the power to purchase our manufactured articles, which
purchases have stimulated our manufactures and increased the
demand for laber in this country.
COST OF LIVING.

The incrensed cost of living is one of the principal problems
faced by the people of to-day. The purchasing power of the
workingman’s wages has grown constantly less. The United
States Senate has made an investigation of the cost of living.
Many States have done the same thing, and it is a problem
which we are making every cffort to solyve. My own State of
Massachusetts appointed a commission on this subject, and I
guote from its report (Mass. House, 1910, Doc. 1750, p. 384) :

Dut the tarif was never meant to apply seriously to the food of the
people, save for the development of such Industrles as the growing of
fruit in Florida or beets for sugar Iin the West. Irom the first it was
designed to create and preserve manufacturing industries. The odium
of the corn Inws need but be suggested to show how obnoxious weuld
be a serlous tax on food. If we have reached the point where it is of
real Importance to us to have the prodoct of the farms of the North,
asdggs as that of tho farms of the West, no tariff hindrance can be
en .

As this country approaches the point where it will cease {o
export many of its food products, the tariff on food will force up
the prices, and, in addition, will enable speculators, by cornering
the market on food products, to engage in the worst form of
speculations on the daily demands of the necessaries of the

people.
Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. PETERS. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Sonth Dakota. I take it from the gentle-
man’s argument that his belief is that this agreement will tend
to reduce the cost of food.

Mr, PETERS. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Does the gentleman believe
also that it will reduce the price of materials from which food
is made, which will be received by the farmer?

Mr. PETERS. 1 will say, if the gentleman will allow me,
that the consnmption of food in this country is increasing
faster than its produection and that we are closely reaching the
point where we will cease to produce in America sufficient food
products for the American consumption. When that point is
reaclied, then I believe that we must have some food imported
from other countries. I o not think to-day in many food prod-
ucts they will be affected one way or the other by thie passage
of this agreement.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Then, if the food products
are not affected, I suppose the prices of the products to the
consumer will not be affected by this bill?

Mr, PETERS. I think the food prices to the consumer will
be somewhat affected, because it will allow an interchanze of
foed products from points in Canada to the United States
where they can be exchanged with a less cost of transportation
and that the expense of the middle man in placing the food in
the hands of the consumer will be reduced; and I do think
that in certain articles of food there will be a reduction, and
aldmr;terial one in certnin cities. [Applause on the Demoeratic
side.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. To what commodities does
the gentleman refer, may I inquire for information?

Mr. PETERS. I am coming to it, and I have tables to show
the difference in prices of food between Amerlecan cities and
those in Canada.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Can we have from the gen-
tleman what particular food commodities he elaims will be re-
duced in price in cities as a result of this legislation?

Mr. PETERS. I was about to present the statistics on this
when the gentleman interrupted me. In proof of the general
propesition that the consumption of feod products in this coun-
try is outsiripping the production of the country I want to
quote to the House certain statistics of imports of food for the
last few years. I invite the conslderation of the House to
gome Tacts in the conclusion of the Cost of Living Report I
referred to, on page H20, and ask them to bear in mind that this
food report was made by a ecommission the majority of whose
members are believers in a protective tariff. The report says:

It is not probable that the removal of the duty on farm products
would diminish by a penpy the wage rate of farm laborers anywhere
in the United States. That rate is determined by the competition of
the mill and the attractiveness of the city, * ¢ ¢

It i3 not our belief that removal of the tarilf on the staple articles
of food would speedily and greatly reduce the cost of living. 2 same
canses are making food hizh in all the elvilized world, and the differ-
ence between wholesale prices is not enough to warrant the expectation
that a polley of what, for brevity's sake, would doubtless be called * free
food " could change international transactions greatly and at once. Its
importance comes from the fact that we are soon golng to buy a ma-

terlal part of our food outslde our own limits. It would further have
the very beneficial consequence of removing what chance may now exist
to “ ecorner " foad products—a chance that puts the public at the mercy
of the spceulator and the trust. To some extent, also, it would lessen
our dependence on the seasons and the weather. nnd harvests rarely
occur over all the world.

We submit, therefore, that it is a wise economic policy to give the
people free nccess to those articles of food that eall for the bulk of
the cxpenditure of the masses, TFor purpeses of revenue, it may be
wise to tox somewhat the comforts, and the heaviest duties sliould be
levied on the luxuries, but the food necessities of life should be * free.”

Now turn to statistics in support of the above statements.

First consider wheat.
WEHEAT.

Whent is the most important product of the Dominion of
Canada, of which product Canada exported 57,000,000 bushels,
out of a total crop of 1606,744,000. This bill removes the duty
of 25 cents a bushel on wheat. At the present we export
144,000,000 bushels of wheat, but our amount is constantly
diminishing, while that of Canada is rapidly inereasing, and at
no distant day onr exportations from this country will probably
cease. The price of wheat is largely determined, not by loeal
conditions, but by the markets of the world in Liverpool, where
the wheat grown in Russia, Asia, Canada, and the United
States compete.

In 1910 the United States exported into Canada $55,139, or
54,964 bushels, and there was imported from Canada §$135,441,
or 152,441 bushels.

THE AMERICAN FARMER.

If the American farmer could stand the whole Canadian out-
put in the fifties, surely he can stand the portion that would be
diverted from England by the gperation of the agreement now
before us, an agreement not nearly so comprehensive as that of
o CONSUMPTION IS INCREASING FASTER THAN PRODUCTIOX.

In proof of the proposition that eonsumption is increasing
faster than production let me first quote from the Ieport on the
Cost of Living (p. 265) of the Massnchusetts commission:

The Ttome demand for the products of the soll iz outstripping the Tiome
suppiy.

Imports for consumption.

Not only do we import more for consumption—we export less
of food products and produce, in tlie main, less per capita from
vear to year. In proof ‘of this statement, let us consider a few
statistics. First in regard to wheat:

FPer cent.
Since 1880 population of the United States hag Increased -
Sinee 1880 production of wheat in United States Increased but__—
For the deecade endinz 1800 Unlited States exported of Its wheat
Fot tns Heenic cading 1000 Tinited

States cxported of its wheat._

Tror the last 6 years United States exported of its wheat-_ - 1T
¥or the year 1900 United States cxported of Its wheato oo —ceemee 2
Bushels.
In 1880 United States produced per capita 0.9
In 1909 United States produced per capita bat 8.8
Contrast this rate with that of Canada:
In 1900 Canada produced per capita 23.7

Nor has the United States cut down its rate of consumption:

Bushels.
In 1000 per capita consumption of United Stated.comm—eeeee—— 4.74
In 1009 per eapita consumption of United States o cmeeo—— - =20

The report of the Massachusetts commission, page 367, draws
the obvious conclusion :

Ilimipating the factor of the yvariations of crop, It looks as if we
were lessening our exports by about 2 per cent a year, so that it Is
not at all impossible that we shall be in the world’'s market for wheat
in the course of a dozen years. Of course when we begin buylng wheat
it will be from Canada.

Other cxamples beside wheat.

CORN,
Per cent,
Sineo 1580 popnlation of the United States has Inereased___ &0
Since 1880 production of corn has increased buto——-———

¥

In 1000 United States exported of corn and corn meal_
In 1900 United States exported of corn and corn meal_-

Bushels.
In 1900 United States per capita consumption__ . _____________ 24.4
In 1009 United States per capita consumption 20.7
In 1880 United States produced per caplita__ 34.2
In 1000 United States produced per eapita. . ____ . 31. 4

Cercal crops that have been practically constant for the Tast decade.
Dushels each year.

Rye (about) —emm 50, 000, 000
Buckwheat (about) 15, 000, 000
Oats (about) ~ 900, 000, 000
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Over this same period population has increased 25 per cent,
which means that in 1900 there were 5 bushels of these grains
per capita, now but 4 bushels. Barley alone of the great cereal
crops has kept pace with growing population.

Tiwco other interesting eramples of actual and comparative decline in

production.

LUMBER. Thousand feet.
1900__ 384, 780, 518
1907 40, 256, 154
1908 33, 224, 369

COTTON.

(Production practically stable since 15897.)
Bales.

1807, 10, 807, 857

1009 10, 886G, 200
1004 (the bumper year) 13, G697, 301
Drain of population from the land.

(Percentage increase of urban and rural population.)

Total
Years. population, Urban. | Rumal.
D L B e e e P e 30.08 40.0 2
b e A T 1T L e s i P 2. 6 61.0 15
AT e e e A R S e T 26. /7 36.8 13

The Massachusetts commission, in its report on the cost of
living (p. 529), mentions the drain of the population from the
land a8 one of the main factors in restricting supply and en-
hancing the cost of commodities.

The percentage of increase of our urban to our suburban
population shows also the fact that we are having fewer and
fewer people producing the products and we are having more
and more people desiring to consume them in our cities, With
demand constantly outstripping supply, it will not be long
before we cease exporting food products altogether. The ever-
increasing growth of our cities is hastening that end.

Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts
yvield to the gentleman from Minnesota?

Mr. PETERS. Certainly.

Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota. I would like to ask the gen-
tleman if he thinks this is a desirable condition, and if he
thinks that subjecting the farmers' products to the competition
of Canada will tend to decrease it?

Mr. PETERS, I fail to see what effect the competition of the
Canadians would have on either increasing or decreasing the
tendency toward the eoncentiration of the population in our
cities. I believe that that is caused by other circumstances
which are entirely beyond and outside of those to be affected by
the agreement which is before us.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Will the gentleman permit a ques-
tion right there?

Mr. PETERS. Certainly.

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Does the gentleman think that
this relative rapid increase of population in the ecities is due to
the fact that we have not the agricultural land on which to
raise the products, or does he think that the inducements of
manufactures and other industries are so large and so much
greater that the farmers are turning te them? It must be one
way or the other.

Mr. PETERS. Why, as I replied before, the general social
conditions, the general cireumstances of life in the country, the
general opportunities that are offered in the cities all tend to
affect it. It is too large a question, if the gentleman will ex-
cuse me, for me to take up and make a reply to In the few
remaining minutes which I have granted to me at the present
time,

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan.
tant guestion at this point.

Mr. PETERS. To the same report I will refer you in regard
to this effect of the concentration of population in our cities,

OBJECTION OF THE MINORITY TO RECIPROCITY.

It appears from the views of the minority set forth in the
report (H. Rept. 2150), and from the speech made by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzern] on February 15, that
those opposed to reciproeity with Canada have three main ob-
jections to the proposed treaty.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzern], who signs
the report, calls attention to the objections to this agreement
and sums them up in three heads. The first objection is that
we should vote ngainst this agreement because it is un-Repub-
lican. Gentlemen, I am afraid the Members of this body will
to-day place the welfare of the American people above the
foree which the gentleman from Pennsylvania gives to that

It seems to me it is a most impor-

argument. [Applause on the Demoeratic side.] The second
point: It is class legislation. It discriminates against the
farmer. In Mr. DALzZELL'S words:

His corn, his ‘wheat, his potatoes, his hay, his oats, his live stock
are all put on the free list. 1Iis reaper, gis harrow, lhis plow, his
farm implements are all taxed.

In the first place, I have just shown you that the production
of all our great cereal crops, except barley, is not increasing at
a rate anything like population.

Secondly, farming implements, together with a number of
other things, are going to be put on a free list which is already
reported by the Ways and Means Committee to the House,
agninst the objection of the gentleman from Pennsylvania, but
there is the danger, of course, that when this matter comes up
for disenssibn the minority will find it convenient to use farm
implements to support a different argument, namely, that to
put these articles on the free list would be “class diserimina-
tion of the most obnoxious echaracter”—it wounld give the
farmer an unfair advantage over the protected manufacturer.
It is in this manner that the protectionists hold themselves out
as the savior of all classes.

The third point made by the minority: It involves a trade
agreement with Canada similar to the one that existed from
1854 to 1866, and the operation of which proved disastrous to
the United States,

The gentleman from Pennsylvania in his speech in the Honuse
on ¥ebruary 15, 1911, makes much of the point that this is the
reciprocity agreement of 1854 over again, with comparatively
little change, He then attempts to establish the fact that the
1854 treaty was disastrous to the United States, and he then
concludes that the proposed treaty will be accompanied with
the same bad results as that of 1854,

In the opening sentence of his speech Mr. Darzern declared
it was not his intention to go into details, nor would I attempt
to estimate exactly what will be the actual amount of trade in
each or any articles upon the passage of this reciprocity treaty,
but like Mr. Darzern I will attempt to draw some conclusions
from our previous experience with reciprocity. I have already
given you some statistics which pointed out the growth of
trade between Canada and the United States. Mr. Danzern in
his speech of February 15 admits this growih of trade between
the two countries, but greatly laments the effect it had on the
balance of {rade and, with Mr. Blaine as his authority, stites
that in the last year and three-quarters of its (the treaty's)
life the balance of trade was against us in the sum of over
twenty-eight millions.

The last year and three-guarters of this treaty were coinci-
dent with the closing years of thie war between the States, a
period when we were producing an abnormally small amount
both on the farm and in the shop. We had to buy abroad,
and I would ask if it was not a matter of good fortune rather
than otherwise that we had a source g0 near at hand—where
conld we have obtained food and other supplies more quickly
or cheaply?

To-day the balance of trade is not the “bugbear™ it was in
the middle of the last century; but if a point is to be made of
it in judging the success of the 1854 reciprocity treaty, wounld
it not be more to the point to take the statisties of trade other
than those which show the trade of this country with Canada
when we were in the most nnnatural condition imaginable?

Mr. DALZELL. The gentleman does not contend that those
figures are not correct, does he? :

AMr. PETERS. I do not, but I do contend that the inference
ghould be drawn only from the timme the Elgin treaty started,
in 1854, up to the time the abnormal conditions began to affect
our trade with Canada, in 1862 and 1863. And tle figures of
that time will show such a condition that the gentleman himself
will come to a very different conclusion from that which he
seeks to present to this House in his argnment in February last.

Now, on page 117 of Extracts from Congressional Debates on
the Reciprocity Treaty of 1854, House Document 1350, yon will
find a table showing our imports to and expor(s from Canada from
1854 to 1862, and inasmuch as the gentleman asked me a ques-
tion, I will ask him if he considers these figures show the Elgin
treaty to be a failure?

1854 1862
Total exportstoCanada. ... .c...cccarenvvrvarresrennmnsesns $15,533,101 $25,173,157
Total imports from Canada . 040,002 | 15,063, 703
Balance in favor of the United Btates............c...| 6,884,000 | 10,109,454

A gain of over $3,000,000, or of GO per cent, in our excess ex-
port balanee.
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The ounly year down to 1862 in which we did not have a
favorable balance of irade with Canada ywas in 1800, when
Canada exporied more than she imported by the insignificant
sum of $250,000—and it will be recalled that 1860 was a year of
commercial and finaneial instability in the United States.

As late as May 24, 1864, Mr. Sweat said in the House:

By a report of the Sccretary of the Treasury recently made it appears

that our exports to the Dritish Provinces were $20,445,683 more than
the amount imported from them by the United States.

Tle also states that with all the defeects of the present treaty
the balance of trade for the last 10 years has been in favor of
the United States.

It would seem, then, that Mr. Darzerr's argument against
the success of the treaty of 1854 was unfortunately based on
fizures that were really not representative. It therefore follows
that that gentleman's gloomy predictions, which are based en-
tirely upon results which seem to be misleading, ean have little
weight in the consideration of what will result from the pro-
posed treaty.

Mr. Darzerr frankly says that we ““ have everything coming
our way "—that is to say, the balance of trade with Canada to-day
is decidedly in our favor; in fact, it is abnormally in our favor.
Judzed from the statisties given by Mr, Datzerr, it would seem
that we would lose this balance. I have shown you that such a
conclusion is unwarranted. Also, Mr. DArzeLn scems to entirely
overlook the fact that if Canada can buy our goods fo-day in
great quantity she would be able to do so to a much larger
extent if she could pay for them with her products instead of
with gold.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, may I have a moment more?

Mr., UNDERWOOD. I yield to the gentleman five minutes
more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from BMassachusetts is
recognized for five minutes more.

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, as this seems to me an oppor-
tune moment, and as I have some tables which I wish to present
to the House, I will ask unanimous consent fo extend my re-
marks in the Recorb.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent to be allowed to extend his remarks in the
Recorp. Is there objection?

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. PETERS. I am evidently mistaken as to the opportunity.
[Laughter.]

Mr, KENDALL. The gentleman should not have asked for
unanimous consent in =0 loud a voice. [Laughter.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman want to
insert some figures in the REeconp?

Mr. PETERS. Yes; tables of figures covering prices,

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts

yield?
Mr. PETERS. I do.
Mr. MANN. I wish to inquire, without taking it out of the

gentleman’s time, whether the objection of the gentleman from
Floridn goes to the extension of remarks, or to the ordinary
insertion of fizures and tables, such as are not ordinarily in-
cluded in a speech as it is delivered on the floor, and whether
there is any objection to the request that that privilege be
granted to the gentleman?

Mr. CLARK of Iloridn. I do not bear the gentleman,

Mr. MANN. I ask whether the cbjection of the gentleman
from Florida to the extension of remarks goes simply to the
extension of remarks, or to the right to insert tables of figures
and papers that are correlated with the argument?

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state,
for the benefit of the committee and fo answer the gentleman
from Illinois, that I do not care. My object is to try to foree,
if it can be done, an amendment to the rules—suech an amend-
ment as I introduced this morning—to stop this indiseriminate
printing of prepared specches in the Recorp that were never
delivered.

I {do not intend to object, and I want to put the committec
upon notice now that I do not intend to object to the reguest of
any gentleman during this tarlif debate, to print in the Recorp
statistienl information, but I do intend fo object whenever I am
here—I can not be here every minute—to the extension of
remarks by which some gentlemen write out long-winded argu-
ments that were never delivered, because I regard that practice
as a fraud upon the public and an unnecessary tax upon the
Treasury. That is my position.

Mr, MANN. In the main I fully agree with the gentleman,
and I thought the gentleman would not wish to object to insert-
ing tables of figures, and such things,

Mr. CLARK of Florida. I do not, and shall not object to that
during this debate.

Mr. PETERS. Then, I will submit the request agaln, that I
may print in the Recorp, in connection with my speech, certain
tables which are taken from the report that I hoeld in my hand,
and which are pertinent to the subject before the Housge at this

time.

The CHAIRMAN. Tle gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimous consent to inelude with his remarks certain statistical
reports just referred to. Is there objection?

AMr, PETERS. And the words of explanation which naturally
precede them.

Mr. MANN. Oh, certainly.

The CHATIRMAN. The Chair hears no objection, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. PETERS. Gentlemen, we are not claiming that this reci-
proeity agreement is going to revelutionize the cost of living,
but I have iried to show you lere to-day, and the import and
export figures do show conclusively, that, in the first place, the
Elgin treaty, to which this is similar, was financially and com-
mercially a suceess for this country. Trade increased under it
to o tremendous extent. I have shown here, also, that the con-
sumption of agricultural products is increasing in Ameriea far
beyond the inerease in their production. It is admitted that the
cost of living is going to be an ever-gquickening problem that
must be faced, that all the people of our couniry are facing.
We do not come before the people to fayvor one class of con-
sumers ns against another, and you will have the best of evi-
dence hefore this session is over that the Democratic Party,
which has been placed in control of this House, proposes to
carry out to the people of the country to the letter the pledges
that it made before election. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

I believe that we are getting dangerously near the point
where the duty on food products will raise the price or render
easy a1 corner in the market. To earry out this agreement this
body will act in accordance with an overwhelming public senti-
ment, and will show that it is actually what it is in name—the
House of Representatives of the American people. [Applause
on the Democratie side.]

AESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. Harpwick baving
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the
President of the United States was communicated to the House
of Representatives by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries.

RECIPEOCITY WITH CANADA.

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous congent to print in the Recorp with my remarks the
statistical tables to which I referred in the course of those
remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Yorlk [Mr, Haz-
prsox] asks unanimous consent to print with his remarks cer-
tain etatistical tables. Is there objection?

There was no objection. X

Ar. DALZELL. How much time did the last gentleman con-
sumne?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Ux-
pEawoon] has used 4 hours and 12 minutes in all, and the gen-
tleman frem Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzeon] 8 hours and 37
minutes. .

Ar. UNDERWOOD. I desire to state that I will yield five
Tiours to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCann], to
be consumed on that side by gentlemen favoring the bill. T
will arrange with him as to the time syhen that shall come in.
I will gay that we should like to have the debate run this
eveninz until 6 o'clock,

AMr. DALZELL. I yield one hour to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Lexgoot].

Ar, CENROOT. Mr. Chairman, on Saturday last this debate
was opened by one of the greatest oraters and perhaps the
readiest debater in this House—my friend the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. Krremin]l. In his opening remarks he
congratulated the Democratic majority upoen the auspiclous
beginning which they bad made in the carrying out of their
platform promises. He did well so to congratulate them, for
<" ot was the first time within the memory of any man within
tize sound of my voice when anyone could congratulate the
Democratic Party upon earrying out any promise.

He referred to two measures which have already passed this
House: First, the resolution proposing an amendment to the
Constitution for the election of Senators by & direct vote, and
I join with him in congratulating the Democratic majority upon
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the passage of that resolution. [Applause.] I congratulate
this side of the House upon the fact that that resolution re-
celved almost the unanimous support of the Members on this
side of the Chamber. The second measure that he referred to
was the measure that passed this House last Friday with ref-
erence to publicity of campalgn contributions, and the gentle-
man said that that, teo, was a fulfillment of the pledge of the
Democratic Party in that regard.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to read the promise of the Democratie
Party made in its national convention in 1908 with reference
to eampaign contributions, and consider for a moment how near
that bill complics with the promise of his party. That plank
reads as follows:

YWe pledgze the Democratic Party to the cnactment of a law prevent-
ing any corporation contributing to a campaign fund.

Was there any line in that bill on prohibiting corporations
from contributing to campaign funds? No; but the Demoeratic
Party is not chargeable with any neglect for that reason, be-
cause at the time this platform was written there had been
written into the statute books of the United States, 12 months
before by the Republican Party, a law prohibiting corporations
from contributing to campaign funds. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.] And therefore the Democratic majority should
be acquitted from any charge of violation of thelr platform in
that regard.

As T listened to the gentleman from North Carolina Satur-
day, listened to the wealth of misinformation that flowed from
his lips—not intentionally misleading, of course, because the
gentleman would not do that—but as I listened to him and his
carelessness, not to say recklessness of statement, I wondered
if the gentleman from North Carolina, perhaps, had not written
this plank in the Democratic platform pledging the Demoecratic
Party to the enactment of a law that had already been enacted
by the Republican Party. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Perhaps the gentleman from North Carolina had not had the
time for a serious study of the gquestion which he discussed
Saturday, and perhaps he may be excused for the same reason for
writing, if he did write, this promise into the platform of his party.

But that is not all. The pledge goes further:

We demand the enactment of a law E}'evcntlng any corporation con-

tributing to campalgn funds and any individual from contributing an
amount above a reasonable minimum.

Mr. Chairman, was there anything of that kind in the DIill
which passed this House last Friday? Was that pledge of the
platform carried ont?

But there is more of this:

And providing for the publieation before election of all such contribu-
tions above a reasonable minimum.

Was there anything in the bill that passed this House last
Friday carrying out that pledge of the Demoeratic Party?
There was such an amendment offered to that bill upon this
side of the House, and you remember that it was adopted and
placed in the bill through the courage and independence of a
suflicient number of Democrats voting with the minority upon
this side to place it there. And then we remember how the
party lash flew across that side of the Chamber, and inside of
15 minutes, without any intervening debate or any discussion,
a sufficient number of Democrats reversed themselves to defeat
that amendment, Upon that amendment, offered by this side of
the House, squarely carrying out the pledge of your own party,
1635 of the Democrats upon that side of the Chamber voted *“no.”

Mr, CULLOP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.

Mr. CULLOP. The gentleman does not mean to be under-
stood to say that there was not a publicity plank in the law
that we passed last Friday?

Mr. LENROOT. A publicity plank; yes.

AMr. CULLOP, To publish the contributions 15 days before
election and every 3 days thereafter until election day, of all
sums over and above $10.

AMr. HENROOT. To whom?

Mr. CULLOP. To the world.

Mr. LENROOT. Contributions to the politieal committees.

Mr. CULLOP. XNo; it must be filed with the Clerk of this
House and then published. It then becomes public property.

Mr. LENROOT. Contributions only to the national political
committees, and not contributions to individuals, while your
platform promised publicity of all contributions. [Applause on
the Republican side.]

i Mr. CULLOP. This new law gives publicity of all eontribu-
ons,

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take the time
to ask the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Cunror] one guestion.
If contributions are made to you, as a candidate for Congress,

and not to the national committee, where is your law requiring
publicity ?

Mr. CULLOP. I have no contributions made fto me as a
candidate; I do not need fhem. The Democrats ean run their
campaigns without contributions from special interests, and
State lnws regulate this matter. [Laughter.]

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, I shall vote against this bill
in the form reported by the committee, because it is unjustly
diseriminatory against the farmers of this country, and favors
the great trusts and monopolies. It will not redunce the cost of
living to the consumer, becauge n high tariff remuins on practi-
cally all food products that he uses. This bill can not be de-
fended from a Republican standpoint, from the declarations of
the last Republican platform, and I say further, Mr. Chairinan—
and I shall have something to say about it a little later on if I
have the time—this bill ean not be defended from a Democratic
standpoint, from the last platform of the Democratic Party.
But I propose in my discussion of this bill to discuss it from
the staundpoint of a IRepublican, believing in the doctrine of
protection, the prineciple that duties shounld cover, and cover
only, the difference in cost of production at home and abroad.
The Republican Party in 190S made a solemn pledge to revise
the tariff in accordance with that principle. We all know
what happened, and because the Payne-Aldrich Inw failed to
fulfill that promise, progressive Republicans all over this coun-
try, with voice and pen, condemned that law and insisted that
the pledge of the Republican Party, that duties should cover
only the difference in cost of production at home and abroad,
should be kept, and that there should be further reductions of
tarill until that promise should be fulfilled to the letter.

Mr. BARTLETT. May I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly.

Mr. BARTLETT. The gentleman does not state all the plat-
form, does he, with reference to the tariff? Did it not also
provide that there should be a reasonable return to the manu-
facturer upon the money invested?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. BARTLETT. That was a new departure.

Mr. LENROOT. It was; and it did not comply with the
pledge with that clause put upon it.

My, BARTLETT. I will admit that it was recreant in all of
its pledges, if the gentleman desires.

Mr. LENROOT. It is now sought in many quarters to show
that progressive Republicans are inconsistent in opposing this
bill while at the same time demanding lower fariffs upon manu-
factured articles. They are not inconsistent, but, on the con-
trary, it is the advocates of this measure who are inconsistent.
Progressive Republicans have never been free traders. [Ap-
plause on the Republican gide.] I challenge anyone to point
to any speech made by a progressive Republican in Congress or
elsewhere advocating free trade. As a progressive Republican
I stand to-day where I have stood in the past, for a protective
tariff, measuring duties by the difference in the cost of produc-
tion at home and abroad. It is true that our demand for re-
ductions has been confined very Iargely to manufactured ar-
ticles, and in that we bave been consistent. The evils of exor-
bitant tariff rates, as a general rule, are felt only where the
product affected is controlled by a trust or monopoly. Until
comparatively recently——

Mr. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle-
man & question. I noticed that he stated he agreed with that
part of the last Republican national platform which provides
for a tariff equaling the difference in the cost of production at
home and abroad. Does the gentleman indorse the remainder of
that platform which provided that the tariff shonld also be levied
sufficient to insure a reasonable profit to the manufacturer?

Mr. LENROOT. No; I do not.

Mr. CULLOP. Does the gentleman indorse his party’s action
in passing the Payne tariff bill?

Mr. LENROOT. No; and neither did I in the eampaign.

Mr. CULLOP. The gentleman did not indorse that part of
the Republican Party’s procedure that passed and advoeated the
Payne tariff bill?

Mr. LENROOT. I did not. _

AMr. CULLOP. Do you indorse the action of your parly in
passing the Payne-Aldrich bill? ;
Mr. LENROOT. I do not indorse the action of my parfty in

passing the Payne-Aldrich bill. I thought I made that clear.

Mr. CULLOP. Does the gentleman claim that it is a viola-
tion of the party pledge?

Mr. LENROOT. I do. 3

Mr. CULLOP. Then, the gentleman’s party has not always
been keeping its pledges. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. LENROOT. No; it has not. [Applause on the floor and
in the galleries.] And neither has yours.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will suspend for a mo-
ment, The galleries are admonished that they should not
applaud or show any evidence of approval or disapproval.

Mr., LENROOT. I want to say if my party had kept its
pledge, there would have been a minority upon that side of the
Chamber to-day instead of a majority. [Applause on the He-
publican side.] As I was saying, Mr. Chairman, the evils of
exorbitant tariff rates are, as a rule, felt only where the prod-
ucts are controlled by trusts and monopolies. Until compara-
tively recently it made litfle or no difference how high tariff
rates were, provided they were high enough to protect the
American indusiry from excessive competition by foreign coun-
tries. With full and free competition at home, domestic prices
were not measured by the foreign price plus the duty, and
prices were kept upon a reasonable level. Dut great economie
changes have taken place in recent years. Nearly all of the
great industries have combined into gigantie corporations con-
trolling our markets. Competition is gone and prices to the
consumer are arbitrarily fixed by a few men. We have the
Woolen Trust, the Cotton Trust, the Steel Trust, the IBeef Trust.
I will not attempt to enumerate them all. These conditions are
familiar to every Member of this House and the country.

Destroying competition at home, they are able to dictate the
prices upon their products, and there are 6nly two limitations
upon the prices which they may fix—first, the ability of the
publie to buy and, second, the foreign price plus present tariff
rates. When we impose a tariff rate of 100 per cent, when a
rate of 25 per cent would be sufficient to cover the difference in
cost of production at home and abroad, then we give these
trusts a license to plunder the American people. This is what
progressive Republicans have been fighting; this is what they
will continue to fight until justice is done.

We stand for a consistent policy applied alike to all classes
of our people. We insist that if the protective theory shall
prevail, the 6,000,000 farmers of this country are just as much
entitled to the application of that theory to their products as
the manufacturers are to their produets, [Applause on the Ile-
publican side.] If, on the other hand, the theory of free trade
is to be applied to the farmers, they insist, and rightly so, that
that theory shall also apply to the manufacturers. [Applause.]

The President of the United States two years ago pronounced
the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill the best tariff law ever enacted
and criticized but one schedule, the wool schednle. To-day he
lhas completely reversed his position and advocates free trade in
agricultural produets with Canada, our only competitor, but at
the same time proposes a higher protection for many manufac-
tured products than does the Payne-Aldrich bill, which has
been condemned by the American people. I think that I shall
be able to demonstrate before I get through that upon certain
important manufactured products the rates proposed in this
bill give their manufacturers from 50 to 75 per cent higher pro-
tection than the Payne-Aldrich Iaw.

The President in his message to Congress says this bill—
is not a violation of the protective Er’lnc!rle as that has been authorita-
tively announced l[)tv those who uphold {it, because that prineiple does
not call for a tariff between this country and one whose conditions as
to production, population, and wages are so llke ours, and when our
common boundary line of 3,000 miles in itself must make a radleal dls-
tinetion between our commercial treatment of Canada and of any other
country.

If free trade in agricultural products with Canada is not a
violation of the protective principle for the reasons stated by
the President, then the high rates upon manufactured products
proposed In this bill are for the same reasons a violation of the
protective principle.

If the President is correct in his statement, then every tariff
rate in this bill upon every manufactured product is a violation
of the pledge of the Republican Party that tariff rates should
be based upon the difference in cost of production at home and
abroad.

On the President’s own statement, how can the rate proposed
upon beef in this bill, of 1} cents per pound, be sustained, or
G0 cents per barrel upon flour, and so with every manufactured
product? If there is a difference in the cost of production be-
tween this country and Canada, the farmer is just as much en-
titled to protection as is the manufacturer, and this bill is a
violation of the pledge of the Republican platform because it
fails to give the farmer that protection. If there is no differ-
ence in the cost of production, then there should be free trade in
manufactured products, and the bill is a violation of the pledge
of the Republican platform because it proposes high tariffs upon
those products. This country can not prosper, Mr. Chairman,
and it has no right to prosper, if we adopt one policy as apply-
ing to one class of our people and a directly contrary policy as

applying to another class. [Applauss on the Republican side.]
Let us have protection for all, or let us have free trade for all.
[Applause,]

Mr, HILT. Mr. Chairman——

The CHATRMAN, Does the gentleman from Wisconsin yield
to the gentleman from Connecticut?

Mr. LENROOT, I do.

Mr. HILL. If the gentleman will pardon me, T will say that
I am very mueh interested in what the gentleman has heen say-
ing as to the equality of protection. How do you reconcile the
fﬂt‘tqﬂf 75 per cent to 100 per cent in different farmers’ prod-
ucts?

Mr. LENROOT. That is true to a certain extent, and it is

Mr. HILL. If equality is to be applied to all, why should
not the woolgrower and wheat grower have the game equal per-
centage of duty? Why should not the lemon grower of Califor-
nia and the potato grower of Mazine be put on the same basis?

Mr. LENROOT. Because the cost of production varies.

Mr, HILL. Does not the same prineiple apply to the cost of
production befween manufactured goods and farmers products
that applies between one farmer's products and another’s?

Mr. LENROOT. It dees; but the principle of the difference
in cost of production should apply to all. I want to say to the
gentleman from Connecticut that if theve is no difference in the
cost of production between this country and Canada in agricul-
tural produects, I am willing to vote for free trade in them, but
if there is a difference I insist that we apply the principle of
protection to them, and I wish the gentleman from Counecticut
would do likewise.

Mr. HILL. But the gentleman said n moment ago that the
bill now pending is a violation of the Republican platform,
because it levied a duty on manufactured products and took it
off from the farmers' products. Would not that be governed
entirely by the difference in the cost of production, and how, if
there was such a difference, could the platform be violated?

Mr, LENROOT. I am glad the gentleman brought that ont,
I was basing that statement solely upon the President’s mes-
gage, stating that there was no difference in cost of production,
both as to manufactured produets and as to agricultural prod-
uets. And what I insisted was, with that premise, that both
claszes should be treated alike. [Applause.] I am aware of the
fact that it is claimed that upon manufactored produets Canada
refused to agree to any lower tariff on imports into Canada, I
do not question that statement, but it was entirely feasible to
provide for absolute free trade with Canada upon all imports
coming into this country upon Canada’s making concesgions by
way of lower fariff upon imporfs into Canada from the United
States, and if that had been done the agreement thus made
would have been just ag free from the claim that other conn-
tries would be entitled to free trade, because of the favored-
nation clause in our treaties, as is the pending bhill,

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gentleman in
what he says nbout manufactures, but I want to ask him this
question: Even though it be admitted that this bill is violative
of your idea of protection as to manufactured articles, that they
ecan be manufactured in this country, as I think they can, s
cheaply as in'Canada, does that affect, as far as it goes, the
fact that farm products can be raised ag cheaply as in Canada,
and are you not violating your prineiple of protection when yon
insist, on any account, that the farmer should have a duty on
wheat when he can raise it here as cheaply as he ean in Can-
adn?

Mr. LENROOT. I want to say to my friend from Texas
that I do not for one moment insist that a farmer should have a
duty on wheat if he can raise it as cheaply as a farmer in
Canada, but I shall be able fo show that the contrary is true,
and that he can not do so; and that is my whole contention in
this debate.

Mr. HARDY. I think the gentleman was objecting to the bill
because it did not give the farmer the same protection that it
does the manufacturer.

Mr. LENROOT. It does not,

The President in his message based his entire contention
on the assumption that conditions were so similar in Canada
that there was no difference in cost of production either in
manufactured articles or agrienltural products. If that is so,
then we should apply the same principle to both manufactures
and agricultural products.

Mr. HARDY. I agree with the gentleman on that proposi-
tion; but, as I understand it, the gentleman opposes the bill on
the ground that the cost of production of wheat in this country
is greater than in Canada.

Mr. LENROOT. It is greater,
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If we now amend this bill by providing for free trade
with Canada upon imports coming into this country, if it
should be found to conflict with the favored-nation clause
in our treaties—and I deny that it will—then it is only because
thie President has seen fit to make an agreement that did not
provide for free trade, and no man has been heard to say, and
no man will be heard to say, that Canada swould not have been
as ready to make the agreement if these greater coneessions had
heen included.

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNperwoon], upon Satur-
dny, made the statement that amendments to this bill would kill
the agreement, and gave as hig authority a statement of one of
the Canadian commissioners. Now, I am sure that upon reflec-
tion neither the rentleman from Alabama nor any other lawyer
in this Chamber will undertake to claim that by so amending
this bill as to provide for free trade in imports from Canada to
this country will in the slightest degree affect that agreement.
1 do not know how many Members are familiar with the Cana-
dian bill. T hold a copy of it in my hand, and T want to say to
thie Democratic majority that you can place your free list that
you propose in a separate bill as an amendment to this bill, and
it will not affect one line or one letter of the bill now pending
in the Canadian Parlinment. ILet me read one paragraph:

That It is expedient to provide—

I am reading now from the Canadian bill—

that the act proposed to be founded on the foregoing resolutions shall
not come into operation until a date to be named by the governor in
council in a proclamation to be published in the Canada Gazette, and
that sunch proclamation may be issued whenever it appears to the
satisfaetion of the governor in counecil that the United States Congress has
enacted, or will forthwith enaet, such legislation as will grant to Canada
the reciprocal ndvantiges provided for In certain cor ndence dated
Washington, January 21, 1911, between the Hon. P. €. Knox. Secre-
tary of State, for the United States, and the Hon. W. 8, Fielding,
minigter of finance, for Canada, and the Hon. Willlam Patterson,
minister of commeree, for Canada.

Now, will any gentlemuan claim that if we choose by amend-
ment here to give to Canada greater concessions than she has
asked Canada is going to object to that bill for that reason?
No; no one will elaim any such absurdity as that.

But, Mr. Chairman, if the policy of protection had been ad-
hered to by the President, then the constrvction of this bill
would have been radieally different from what we find it. 1
assert, and shall be able to prove from the report of the Presi-
dent’s own fariff board, that the cost of production of agri-
cultural products is much less in Canada than in this country.
And, on ic other hand, I think I shall be able to show that the
information at hand fairly establishes that the cost of manu-
facture of manufactured products is less in this country than
in Canada.

Iirst, as to the cost of production of agricultural produects.

TIIE COST OF I'RODUCTION OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS IS LESS 1IN CANADA
TIIAN IN THE UXNITED STATES,

Let me say a word here with reference to this tariff board.
whose figures I shall use. It was a matter of great satisfac-
tion to me to find in the report of this tariff board, appointed
to ascertain facts, that these facts were ascertained snd pre-
sented to the Congress regardless of whether they sustained the
President of the United States or mot. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

In the debate that we had here a few months ago upon the
creation of a tariflf commission the sole contention upon the
part of those who opposed it upon the other gide of the Chamber
wags that the members of this Tariff Board, being appointed by
a Republican President, would be the creatures of the Presi-
dent. DBut In the first report that we have from that Tariff
DBoard we find that that report sustains the Presldent of the
United States in scarcely a single one of his contentions. And
now that we have this conclusive evidence of the independence
of that Tariff Board, I shall hope that during this session of
the Sixiy-second Congress you gentlemen upon that side will be
patriotic enough to reverse your positions and favor thas crea-
tion of a permanent, nonpartisan tariff commission. [Applanse
on the Republican side.]

The report of President Taft’s Tariffi Board shows that the
yvield per acre of spring wheat in 1910 averaged 11.7 bushels
per acre in the United Siates and 15.53 bushels per acre in
Canada. In barley the yield in Canada was 24.062 bushels per
aere; in the United States, 22.4 bushels. In oats the yield in
Canada was 32.79 bushels per acre; in the United States, 31.9.
In flaxseed the yield was 4.8 bushels per acre in the United
States, while in Canada it was 7.97 bushels. In hay the yield
lnséhe Uuited States was 1.33 tons per acre; in Canada it was
1.82 tons.

TIIR VALUR OF IMPROVED FARM LAXD IS LESS IN CANADA THAN IN THA
UNITED STATES.

I submit the following table contained in the report of the
Tariff Commission, page 84 :

Comparative values of farm lands in Canada and the Unifed Stales.

A\i'cm;:c ‘_.t;-c
value per ue per
acre of acro of Pl‘:c%:;}or
improved | improved x
land, 1900. | land, 1910.
United States:
E s e L Tk §15 £25 67
Nev Irampahtre . ot sl Sl e 19 29 37
Vermont. o veee.s . 18 24 33
Hhode Island 3 4l 62 22
Conneclicut. 42 63 50
Pennsylvani 46 56 20
Delaware. ... 82 51 59
I 54 108 101
In a0 75 2
b 25 50 100
Jowai s 50 109 117
W isconsin. 35 57 63
Alfchigan.. 33 46 39
Minnesota... 20 46 w
55 e 33
13 29 1z
11 2 120
11 31 181
35 50 43
19 32 70
24 £3 80
7 22 201
i 20 185
Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield for

1 question?

Mr, LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Can the gentleman explain to
us why it is that the Canadian farmer's land is worth so much
more and sells for so much less?

A Memper. Produces so much more,

Mr. LENROOT. I do not quite get the gentleman’s question.

Mr. CARLIN. His question is, Why, when it produces so
much more, it sells for so much less?

Mr. LENROOT. DBecause they have not the advantage of
our markets; and you propose to give them that advantage,
and when yon do the price of their land will be the same—ours
lower and theirs higher. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Is it the gentleman's conten-
tion that they do not sell any wheat in Liverpool?

Mr. LENROOT. They sell wheat in Liverpool.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Where do we sell ours?

Mr. LENROOT. We sell some wheat in Liverpool, but we
use most of it ourselves.

Mr. CULLOP. T should like to ask the gentleman a guestion.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin yield
to the gentleman from Indiana?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. CULLOP. The gentleman is referring to the report of
the tariff experts who have been in use by the President now
for about two years?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes.

Mr. CULLOP. The gentleman understands that the Presi-
dent made up his reciprocity measure from the report of that
board, does he not?

Mr. LENROOT. I understand directly the contrary.

Mr. CULLOP. What was he having them for, if he was not
using them for this purpose?

Mr. LENROOT. The gentleman must ask some other person
than myself.

Mr. CULLOP. Can the gentleman tell anything that this
board has ever done in the two years that the President has
had it, with an appropriation of over $500,000 to maintain it?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; I hold in my hand a report from this
Tariff Board, full of information——

AMr. CARLIN. Republican information.

Mr. LENROOT. And if you gentlemen would read this in-
formation your action on this reciprocity bill might be different.

Mr., CULLOP. The action of the President, I understand the
gentleman to sny, was to run awany from his own Tariff Board.

Mr. LENROOT. I can not go aside into a discussion of that
question.

Mr. CULLOP. If the gentleman will yield for another ques-
tion, do I understand him to say that the price of farm products
in the United States is higher than in Canada?

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; I do.
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Mr. CULLOP. The gentleman regards Chicago as one of the
leading wheat markets of this country?

Mr. LENROOT. I regard it as the greatest.

Mr. CULLOP. Was not the quotation on wheat in Winnipeg
Saturday 2} cents per bushel higher than it was in Chicago?

Mr. LENROOT. It might have been.

Mr. CULLOP. And more than 5 cents higher than it was in
St. Louis and more than 6 cents higher than it was in Kansas
City?

Mr. LENROOT. I would say in answer to the gentleman
that that is not true so far as the same grades are concerned.

Mr. CULLOP. 1as not the quotation of No. 1 wheat in
Winnipeg at 91 cents a bushel and 88 cents in Chicago?

Mr. LENROOT. No; the gentleman is mistaken.

Mr. CULLOP. That was the report in yesterday's papers,
and is the correct quotation of the price.

Mr. LENROOT. I should be very glad to have the report
put in the Recorn, The gentleman can not find it.

Mr. CULLOP. If the gentleman will look in the Chicago
papers of yesterday which came here to-day he will find that
to be frue, and I will only be too glad to put the report in the
Recorp. Now, I want to ask the gentleman a further question.

Mr. LENROOT. I can not yield further unless I can have
more time. I want to say in reply to that before I forget it,
with reference to the price in Chicago of wheat and the price
‘in Winnipeg, that they are entirely different grades of wheat.
The Winnipeg price is all on Nos. 1 and 2 Northern, the best
wheat grown in the wide world, while the Chicago prices are
on contract grades, or No. 2 red, as a rule.

Mr. HILL. Will the gentleman submit to a correction, or
does he prefer I should wait?

Mr. LENROOT. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of historical ac-
curacy alone and at the gentleman’s suggestion, I want to call
attention to the fact that he entirely misquoted the productions
in the other country on wheat. He quoted spring wheat in
the United States at 11.73 bushels yield and spring wheat in
Canada at 15.53. As a matter of fact; the great bulk of wheat
in the United States is winter wheat, in which we excel Canada
in the production per acre, and the great quantity of wheat in
Canada is spring wheat. I have the figures from the Govern-
ment report. It is 11.73 bushels, as he stated, on spring wheat,
but it is 15.8 on winter wheat, our larger product, and it is
15.58 in Canada, her almost exclusive product, or about three-
tenths bushel per acre less than the United States.

Mr. LENROOT. I can not yield further. I wish to correct
the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. HILL. I have here the Yearbooks.

Mr. LENROOT. I have the report of President Taft's Tarifl
Board, and I am sorry, indeed, to find that the gentleman from
Conneeticut, who has struggled as hard as any Member in this
House to secure the creation of a tarifl board, is unwilling to
abide by the figures submitted by that board. I find from the
figures of the Tariff Board that the production of winter wheat
in Canada is very much greater per acre than the production
in the United States. [Applause.]

Mr, HILL. I admit it; but I say that very little winter
wheat is raised in Canada; it is spring wheat which they raise.
I will give the fizures to the gentleman in my own time,

Mr. LENROOYT., The report shows that the yield is greater
in spring wheat and winter wheat in Canada; greater in both.
I have just introduced a table, Mr. Chalrman, showing the
values of improved farm lands in this country and Canada.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LENROOT. For a question?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. On the matter of prices of
farm commodities,

Mr. LENROOT. I have not got to that yet.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. The gentleman has-discussed
the prices of wheat,

Mr. LENROOT. I was discussing the yield, and not the
prices. Mr. Chairman, immediately following this table in the
report of the Tariff Board we find the following:

In the great farming States of Iowa, Indiana, and Illinols the values
of farm land are very much higher than in any of the Canadlan I'rov-
inces. In Illinols and Iowa they are a little over twlce as high as In
Ontarlo.

From the table I have quoted it will be observed that in Wis-
consin the value of improved farm Jand is given at $57 per
acre, while in the great Province of Manitoba it is only $20.

TR COST OF FARM LABOR IS NIGHER IN THE UNITED STATES THAN 1IN
CANADA.

I will submit a table taken from a report of the Tariff Board,
page 85, which I ask leave to insert in my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks per-
mission to put in his remarks certain tables which have been
referred to. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Average wages of agricultural labor, with tvoarc!t. in apecified States,

eastern Canada, and British Columbia, 1500,
By the month.
In har-
Hiring | Hiring
by the by the vest.t
senson. | year.
United States:2
Maine. ... $27.60 $23.17 $1.63
26. 00 22.08 L.77
25.10 21.57 1.75
28.25 23.98 2.3
£8.57 24,390 1.79
33.34 27.01 2.58
28.903 25.03 2,08
22.11 19.19 1.67
26. 86 24.03 1.73
30.29 35.00 223
35.39 31.32 2,34
21.10 18.85 1.50
17.25 10.87 ®
WOV BIOUR <o yhiserasvatsniiniseuasciinsas a20| wwd B
Neowr Bronswiok. o onicciccnirscnsssscstannnnns 22,59 D6 sonaancans
L O R R e e S e 2.33| 17.58 i
CIGRREI Lyovs veomesstewiomrmiviiinitt sunsonsibsns 21,52 | 17.63 5
British Columbla. - eauseeasenescosansasnivnasasas 30.50 | 20.60 g

:\\'nges by the daly.

Advance figures from unpublished bulletin on agricultural wnges by
De;m.mnmt of Agriculture,
From Canadian Census and Statisties Monthly, Jan,, 1911, p. 2.

4 Wages by the month.

S Includes only lodging.

Mr., LENROOT. This table shows conclusively that farm
labor is much more costly in the United States than in
Canada., In Wisconsin the cost per month runs from $24.30 to
$28.57, while in the neighboring Province of Ontarlo it is only
from $17.63 to $21.52.

Mr. LOBECK. Iow about Saskatchewan?

Mr. LENROOT. That is much higher, but compared with the
g:ntes of Washington and Montana it is higher in the United

ates.

Mr. LOBECK. The price of farm labor in Saskatchewan——

Mr. LENROOT. I can not yield further.

Mr. LOBECK. T would like to say something on that,

: Mr, LENROOT. The gentleman will have to do it in his own
time.
THE PRICE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS IS MUCH IIGHER IN TIE UNITED
BTATES TIIAN IN CANADA.

According to the report of the Tariff Board, the average price
of spring wheat received by the farmer in Canada in 1910 was
73.8 cents per bushel, while our farmers received 89.8 cents per
bushel, or 16 cents per bushel more than the Canadian farmer
received. According to the report of the Tariff Doard, for his
barley the Canadinn farmer received 47.4 cents, while our farm-
ers averaged O7.8 cents per bushel, or 10.4 cents more per
bushel than the Canadian farmer, For his flaxseed the Cana-
dian farmer received $2.07 per bushel, while our farmer re-
ceived $2.30 per bushel, or 23 cents per bushel more than the
Canndian farmer.

I'or his hay—and I hope the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Perens] is in the Chamber—the Canadian farmer received
$0.66 per ton, while our farmers received $12.26 per ton, or
$2.60 per ton more than the Canadian farmer. It is true a few
moments ago that the gentleman from Massachusetts did take
certain figures out of the report of this Tarilf Board with ref-
erence to a difference in favor of Canada, but if he had looked
at the table showing the general averages and conclusions of
the Tariff Board he would have seen that upon the average
the farmer in this country received $2.060 per ton more for his
hay than did the Canadian farmer.

From this report it appears, then, that in the raising of
wheat the Canadian farmer has the advantage of a yield of 3.83
bushels per acre more than our farmer, in barley his yield is
222 pushels per acre greater, in cats 0.89 bushel per acre
ereater, in flaxseed 3.17 bushels per acre greater, and in hay his
yield is 0.49 of a ton per acre greater. The cost of his land
is from one-third to one-half less than ours, and the cost of
his help is from 15 to 40 per cent less, and yet it is proposed
to compel our farmers to compete with him upon a free-trade
basis without giving to our farmers any compensation in sub-
stantially lower duties upon the things that they must pur-
chase.
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Upon Saturday the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Kirciin] called as witnesses Senators GArLringer and LODGE,
members of the Senate committee who made the report upon
the cost of living.

It will be remembered that he told us that that report con-
clusively showed that in prices the farmers of this country had
no advantage over those of Canada, and that especially
with reference to the price of wheat the price of wheat in this
country was controlled by the world’s market. In proof of that
lie read from the report, that upon a certain day or in a certain
year wheat was 2 eents higher per bushel in Liverpool than it
was in Chieago. That was true, but if the gentleman had
turned to another page of the report he would have found that
this same committee reports that the transportation rate from
Chicago to Liverpool was 17 cents a bushel on wheat, so that
when wheat is worth 2 cents more per bushel in Liverpool
than it is in Chicago, it means that there is a difference in
favor of this country, or a higher price, in other words, of
15 cents a bushel, the difference between the transportation
rate of 17 cents and the higher price of 2 cents in Liverpool.
The gentleman can not be allowed to impeach his own witness,
but I will be fairer than he was. As a general rule I would not
ecare to call those gentlemen as witnesses and abide by their
conclusions, and I want to be entirely fair and say that the
iransportation rates that they give of 17 cents a bushel from
Chiecago to Liverpool is too high. The actual rate is about 113
cents, and let me say this, that the transportation rate on
wheat from Chicago to Liverpool is less than it is from Chicago
to New York, showing conclusively that as in the case of
lemons, after the Payne-Aldrich bill was passed, the railroads
proposed to secure for themselves a portion of this higher price
of grain in this country.

You remember how the gentleman from North Carolina drew
a word picture of the insurgents and standpatters joining hands
and waltzing around and singing hosannas and hallelujahs to
the farmer. We remember that. I will ask you, Who is going
to receive the benefit of this reeciprocal agreement? I will tell
you some of the people who will receive it. When this bill
passes, the Beef Trust, upon the basis of their shipments into
Canada last year, will save $239,213 in duties, increasing their
profits to that extent when you pass this bill. The Agricultural
Implement Trust will receive, from the reduction of tariff rates
upon their exports into Canada, $218,488 annually. And, Mr.
Chairman, I might draw another picture of the Democrats upon
that side of the House joining hands with a Republican Presi-
dent and singing hosannas and hallelujahs to the Beef Trust
and to the Agricultural Implement Trust. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. Chairman, I assert that the cost of manufacturing is, as
a rule, less in this country than in Canada,

As to manufactured articles we have no report from the Tarifl
Board, presumably because there has not been suflicient time
for the board to make an investigation of this guestion, We
have, however, information of a general nature tending strongly
to show that the cost of manufacturing is less in this country
than in Canada. It is a significant fact that the Canadian Gov-
ernment has refused to permit free trade in manufactured ar-
ticles imported from the United States. If the cost of manu-
facturing is greater in Canada than in this country, why this
refusal on the part of Canada? She favors free trade in agri-
cultural products, because it is shown that the cost of pro-
duction is less in Canada than in this country. She opposes
free trade in manufactured products presumably because
the cost of manufacturing is greater in Canada than in this
counfry,

But stronger evidence is at hand than conclusions to be
drawn from the action of Canada. In 1910 our manufacturers
ghipped into Canada agricultural implements to the value of
$3,900,000, upon which they paid a duty of from 174 to 23 per
cent ad valorem.

Portable engines to the value of $1,799,000 were shipped into
Canada and paid a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem,

Automobiles to the value of $1,569,000 were shipped into
Canada and paid a duty of 35 per cent ad valorem.

On the other hand, there were imported into the United States
{from Canada of these articles, agricultural implements to the
value of $84,000; portable engines, none, so far as our records
show; and automobiles, none. This, Mr. Chairman, in the ab-
gence of direct evidence as to the costs of production, must, I
think, convinee any impartial mind that the cost of manufae-
turing is, generally speaking, less in the United States than in
Canada. I do not wish, however, to be understood as saying
that the price to the consumer is less in the United States than
in Canada, for I believe the contrary is true. I believe that an
investigation will show that many manufactured products are

shipped to Canada, the duty paid, and the price paid by the
consumer there is less than the price paid by the consumer here.

If manufactured articles were admitted free from Canada
it would compel our manufacturers, when they monopolize
our markets, to lower the price to the consumers in the United
States to the point where Canadian manufacturers could com-
pete with and undersell them if they did not.

Earlier in my remarks I stated that I would iry to demon-
strate that the degree of protection granted to American manu-
facturers is greater in this bill than they now enjoy under the
Payne-Aldrich law. In other words, as to many manufactured
articles the protective duties are actually higher in this bill
than in the Payne-Aldrich law.

T will first take wheat and the product of wheat, which is flour,

The present tariff upon wheat is 25 cents per bushel. It re-
quires 4} bushels of wheat to produce 1 barrel of flour.

Now, it is a fact familiar to all who have studied tarifl rates
that we have two classes of rates, known as compensiatory and
protective rates. When a tariff is levied upon raw material, in
considering the rate to be levied upon the manufactured prod-
uet, the first question to be determined is how much of a duty
shall be levied to compensafe the manufacturer for the duty
upon the raw material.

Ior instance, when we levy a rate of 25 cents a bushel on
wheat, the manufacturer of flour is first entitled to a duty equal
to that which would be laid if the flour was imported in the
form of wheat. That duty in the ease of flour is four and a
half times 25 cents, or $1.12. This is only imposing a duty cf
25 cents a bushel on the wheat in the flour, and thus far the
manufacturer has received no protection whatever in the $1.12.
This is the compensatory duty, and added to that is, or should
be, a protective duty, covering the difference in the cost of pro-
duetion at home and abroad, if there be any such difference.

In the Payne-Aldrich law, while the duty on wheat is 25
cents per bushel, the duty on flour is 25 per cent ad valorem,
The flour that we exported into Canada in 1910 was valued on
the average at $6 per barrel. Twenty-five per cent of this sum
is $1.25, which would be the duty upon a barrel of flour. This
includes both the compensatory and the protective rate. The
compensatory rafe is, as I have shown, $1.12, leaving, under
the Payne-Aldrich law, 13 cents per barrel as the protection to
the manufacturer.

Now, what is proposed in this bill? Wheat is made free; so
there is no compensatory rate to be considered. Therefore, if
no higher protective rate was imposed than is contained in the
Payne-Aldrich bill, the rate upon flour would be 18 cents pee
barrel. DBut what do we find? It is proposed to grant the flonr
manufacturer a tariff rate of 50 cents per barrel, or nearly 300
per cent more protection than he enjoys under the Payne-Aldrich
law. [Applause.] I could go on and make the same demonstria-
tion as to beef, and every other manufactured article in the bill,
where the raw material is admitted free, but T will not take the
time to do so. Any Member can figure it out for himself, for it
is merely a matter of computation.

Upon the question of flour, too, I would observe this, that
this proposed rate of 50 cents a barrel is more than twice the
entire cost of the manufacture of a barrel of flour. During
the vacation I was at home. My own city of Superior, Wis,,
is a large milling center, destined, I believe, to become the
largest upon the continent. I asked one of the mill experts
there whether he could tell me what the cost of the manufac-
ture of a barrel of flour was. He took his pencil and fizured for
a time, and replied that with a mill running fairly continuously
the cost was 18 cents per barrel. I asked him if that included
interest on the investment, because I wanted to get at this
reasonable profit that has been spoken of. He said, “No.” I
asked him to figure that, and he did. He replied that it wounld
be 3 cents a barrel. So he gave the entire cost of the
manufacture of a barrél of flour, including interest on the
investment, as 21 eents per barrel. And yet you are asking us
to vote, and yon Democrats are proposing to vote, for a tariff
upon flour of 50 cents a barrel, or more than twice the entire
cost of manufacture. It is just such things as these, Mr.
Chairman, that endanger the whole policy of protection. Those
who vote for this bill will be under the necessity of making
some explanation of why they voted for free trade for one class
of our people and a tariff rate of more than double the entire
cost of manufacture for the manufacturer.

I understand that you gentlemen on the other side claim that
you have another bill coming in here that is going to take care
of that; that you propose to put those things upon the free list
that we are criticizing now. Well, if you are in good faith in
that, if you want to legislate for the country instead of trying
to make political capital, why do you not put it as an amend-
ment upon this bill? [Applause.] You can not be heard to say
that it will endanger this agreement if you put that free list as
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an amendment to this bill, because there is no intelligent man
upon that side of the Chamber—and I think most of them are
intelligent—who will undertake to say that that will invalidate
the agreement. Now, why do yon not do it? What do you pro-
pese and what is your hope? Your hope is that you can pass
that free list bill through this House, and that it will be
vetoed by President Taft.

If you do not want that, put it as an amendment on this bill,
and if the reciprocity bill is signed, as it would be, this would
go with it, and then you would be entitled to some credit for
legislating for the people of the United States instead of merely
playing polities with great measures. {Applange on the Re-
publican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. LENROOT. T would like to have 10 minutes more.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 10
minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog-
nized for 10 minutes more.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, this bill will not reduce the
cost of living, and that, I think, is now admitted on both sides
of the Chamber. The people do not eat cattle upon the hoof,
that are admitted free. They do eat beef, which will have a tariff
of 1} cents a pound. The price of beef to the consumer will
not be reduced. The Beef Trust will have an excuse for reduc-
ing the price of cattle to our farmers because of the increased
supply, but there will be no reduction of price to the consumer,
’l'i‘]il'(g }_he only result will be to increase the profits of the Beef

st.

Wheat is free; but, as I have shown, there will remain a
tariff of 50 cents a barrel upon flour.

Flaxseed is free, but linseed oil, which is controlied by the
Oil Trust and is a product of flaxseed, will have imposed on it
a tariff of 15 cents per gallon still. What is true with respect
to the articles that I have named is true also of practically every
other article of manufactured food products.

Mr. Chairman, there has never been a bill proposed before
Congress upon which there has been so much misrepresenta-
tion as this bill. In the cities throughout the country this bill
is being urged upon the ground that it will reduce the cost of
living. In the country the attempt is being made to convince
the farmer that it will not reduce the price of his products,
In my judgment, neither statement is true. It will not reduce
the cost of living, for a high tariff remains upon practically all
food products that the people use. It will reduce the price to
the farmer of agricultural products by means of the increased
supply, but the only beneficiaries will be the manufacturers of
food products, enabling them to pay still greater dividends upon
their watered stocks,

When a Republican President joins with the foes of the pro-
tective system in forcing free trade upon a large class of people,
1, so far as my conduct is concerned, shall insist upon a con-
sistent policy and shall vote for free trade upon those articles
of mnecessity which the farmer must use. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] I will have more confidence in securing that
compensation to the farmer if you will submit your free list,
as I have indicated, as an amendment to this bill, and I chal-
lenge any Member on the other side of the House during this
debate to furnish some good reason why you should not.

When a spirit of justice and equal treatment of all of our
citizens shall again prevail, and it surely will, then I shall be
ready to take up all of these questions and vote to place dutics
apon all products, whether of soil or factory, that are naturally
produced in this country, based upon the difference in the cost
of production at home and abroad. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 50 minutes to the gen-
{leman from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER].

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Indiana is recognized
for 50 minutes.

Mr. CRUMPACEKER. Mr. Chairman, at the outset I ask
unanimous consent that I may extend my remarks in the
RECaTD.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Cruar-
racker] asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the
Recoep. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Mr. Chairman, if the trade arrange-
ment negotinted between the United States and Canada in
1854 had not been abrogated, in my humble judgment there
would not be one man in a thousand on either side of the
line to-day who would not earnestly oppose its abrogation.
If the Louisiana Purchase had not been consummated and
the Mississippi River had remained the western boundary of
the Republic, there would have been a tariff wall along that

boundary from Canada 1o the Gulf of Mexico; and if a propo-
sition were to be made now to establish more liberal trade
relations between the people on the east side and those on
the west side of that line there would be frantic objection
to it on both sides. The people on the east side would pro-
test that they could not compete with the pauper laber and
the cheap lands with fabulous producing capacity in Iown and
olher sections in the West. The people west of the river would
proclaim with as much vehemence that free competition meant
disaster and ruin to their industries. It is safe to make these
assertions, Mr. Chairman, because nobody can disprove them.
I make them for the purpose of suggesting to the House the
disposition of many people to pretest against any change in
existing conditions. Many seem to act upon ihe theory that
the existing situation can not be improved, and tiey conjure up
in their imaginations fears of all kinds of evil ai the mere sug-
gestion of a change. This seems to be frue of some Members
of this body in the consideration of the great measure that is
pending before Congress at this time. They see in it all kinds
of certain disaster, without n single beneficent aspect. This
has been true of every great., progressive movement in the
world’s history. If, centuries ago, the people of the world had
admitted that the earth was round, they surely would have
fallen off into space when their heads were downward turned.
[Launghter.]

Mr. Chairman, It seems to me that some of the debates npon
this question justify the criticism I have suggested. I resil in
the American Economist a few days ago a letter from my friend,
the distinguished gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Caxmreern], who
recently paid a visit to the Dominion of Canada with a view, I
presume, of investigating conditions there, so that he might
vote intelligently upon this proposition. In that letter he said
they were successfully raising wheat at this time as far north
as 70° north latitude, about 200 miles north of the Arctic Circle,
closer to the North Pele than to the boundary line between
Canada and the United States. Perhaps lie is right, but if I am
correctly informed in relation to the geography and developent
of Canada, there is not a railroad within 600 miles of the
seventieth degree of north latitude. It is possible that we can
now find some excuse, some justification for the claim that Dr.
Cook made to having discovered the North Pole, It may be that
lie got lost in a Canadian wheat field and what he found there
was not the North Pole, but a big stack of wheat, waiting in
cold storage for the reciprocity bill to go through in order that
it might come down and create havoe in the whent market at
Minneapolis and Chicago. [Langhter.]

RECII'ROCITY AXND PROTECTION.

Mr. Chairman, this is a practical question to be determined
from the standpoint of the two countries, and there are certain
fundamental things that we may know as a matter of common
knowledge. It is not necessary to go to the North Pole to find
out whether wheat can be raised there successfully. It is not
necessary to travel to the moon to understand the law that
holds that luminary in its orbit. I think we know as much
about that law as even the man in the moon knows. We should
take a broad view of this measure and consider it from the
standpoint of the whole country and not settle it altogether be-
cause of its bearing upon the produoction of codfish in Massachu-
setts or beans in Michigan or heps in Oregon. We should con-
sider it from the standpoint of the future as well as of the
present.,

It is charged that this measure is un-Republican ; that it isnot
in harmony with the Republican position mpon the policy of
protection. I hope I am a Republican. I think I am. I am a
firm Dbeliever in the policy of protection, but my understanding
of that policy is that it is designed to promote industrinl de-
velopment in our own country, designed to increase to the high-
est degree the opportunities for the employment of American
capital and American labor. No person or class of persons has
any vested right to protection against foreizn competition.
Protection can not be justly applied simply to increase the
prices and profits of any class of producers. One industry Las
no right to claim protection simply because as n matter of pub-
lic policy protection may be extended to anotlier industry. The
sole guestion should be the public welfare. WWhenever and
wherever reasonable customs discrimination in favor of a line
of industries will promote the general good, that diserimination
ought to be made, but when it will not promote the general
good, either directly or indirectly, the discrimination should not
be made. The wise application of the policy of protection will
promote industrial growth and advance the public interests.
While an unwise application of that policy may benefit a special
class, it will retard industrial progress and operate against the
common good. I believe that the Lest friends of the policy of
protection are not those who insist upon the waintenance of
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unnecessarily high duties nor those who regard it as a special
favor to any class of producerg, but those who contend for
duties only high enough to cover the difference in cost of pro-
duetion here and abroad, imposed only for the advancement of
the common good.

I agree with the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, LENROOT],
who just addressed the House, that the same policy should be
applied to the products of the soil as is applied to the products
of the factory; that no distinction ought to be made in favor
of one class as against another class, and that protective duties
are justified only from the standpoint of the common welfare.
If I did not firmly believe that the farmers of the United States
ean produce wheat, oats, barley, hogs, cattle, and every product
of the farm as cheaply as they can be produced in Canada, I
would not support this measure. Agriculture is the first in-
dustry in every country, and when the farmers are prosperous
that prosperity is shared by every other.line of business, and
when the farmers are in hard lines general prosperity is im-
possible. The railroads, the factories, nnd the merchants de-
pend primarily upon the farmers for business.

Our Demoeratic friends say this bill is one of their brood. Of
course their progeny, like Laban's flocks, are so motley and
variegated, so “ ringstraked and spotted,” that it is difficult to
say what they may legimately lay claim to in the way of tariff
legislation. [Launghter and applause on the Republican side.]
If I remember torrectly, under the MeKinley tariff Iaw a Repub-
lican administration negotiated a number of reciprocity treaties
with foreign countries, lowering the rate of duties, and when
the Democrats came into control of the Government under
Grover COleveland in 1893 they enacted a law that repealed
every one of those treaties and made no provision whatever for
such international trade arrangements as is embodied in the
pending bill.

I have never understood that reciprocity was a part of the
policy of a tariff for revenue only. This bill gives up nearly
$5,000,000 of revenue a year; so it would be a contradiction in
terms to call it a tariff for revenue only measure. Where does
the revenue come in? Reciprocity is a corollary of the policy of
protection. They neatly and logically dovetail into each other.

RECIPROCITY AND TIIE FARMER.

A great deal has been sald, and a great deal more will be
said, in the course of this discussion respecting agricultural
conditions in the United States and in Canada and the relative
cost of farm products in the two countries. Wheat seems to be
occupying the spotlight in this discussion. Farm products are
controlled more by the law of supply and demand and less by
the cost of production than any other commodities. I have no-
ticed thiat whenever any attempt has been made to liberalize
our trade relations with the people in tropieal countries we
have been met with the argument that the standard of living is
necessarily low in the Tropics; that generous nature supplies
most of the food; that no fuel, little clothing, and compara-
tively little shelter are required, and therefore the people of
the United States can not successfully compete with tropieal
people beeause of these vital differences in conditions.

Now, on the other hand, the assertion is made that we ecan
not successfully compete in production with those who live to
the north of us, where the climate is much more rigorous,
where they require warmer clothes, more expensive shelter,
more food, and more fuel. Judging from the character of the
debates in Congress on this class of measures, one might natu-
rally conclude that our country is the most unfortunate spot on
God's green earth; that we can not compete with anybody or
anything, anywhere, at any time. [Laughter and applause.]

While T am not willing to accept any such conclusion, I do
‘not think we can successfully compete in many lines of produc-
tion with densely populated countries where wages are low,
labor eflicient, and the standard of living greatly below our
own. DBut consider the fundamental conditions as they exist in
Canada in relation to agriculture.

I have no doubt you can go to Manitoba or Saskatechewan or
Alberta and with a pad and a pencil reckon the price of land,
the cost of labor, sced, tools, and implements, and the yield of
a quarter section of wheat, and by the process of mathematical
reckoning ascertain the cost of production of wheat there by
the bushel. By the same method the cost of production of
whent on a quarter section of land can be ascertained in Minne-
sota, Oklahoma, or Missouri, and it is possible that the farm
cost will be slightly less in Canada. It will be discovered that
the cost of living, labor, implements, and machinery is as high
in the three Canadian Provinces as it is in this country, but
land is cheaper there. Production, however, includes market-
ing and our advantage in that respect more than offsets the
cheapness of Canadian land. The farmers of Kansas and
Nebraska can produce and deliver wheat in Liverpool, the

world's market, at a smaller cost than can the farmers of

Manitoba or Saskatchewan. DBut the American farmer has

other great advantages over the Canadian farmer aside from

facilities for transportation and marketing. When I speak of

the Canadian farmers in this connection I refer to the farmers

in the prairie Provinces west of the Red River of the North.
BENEFITS OF DIVERSIFIED FARMING.

In this country farming is diversified. Our farmers raise
whesnt, oats, corn, cattle, and hogs. Crops grow in this country
eight months in the year and cattle and hogs grow all the year
through. Our farmers have something growing into money all
the time. They find employment on the farm, more or less, 12
months in every year. On account of the climate the Canadinn
farmer raises only small grains. He can not raise corn and of
course can not raise cattle and hogs with great success on that
account, His erop is planted, harvested, and marketed within
five months, and during the other seven months he has little
employment on the farm. He has little, if anything, growing
into money. Many Canadian farmers leave their farms duoring
the long winter months and work for wages in the forests nnd
the conl mines. In diversified farming each crop is raised at
a smaller cost than is possible where only one kind of gruin
is raised. They say land is cheap in Canada. It is as compuared
with some land in the United States.

But there is a great difference in the value of lands in the
United States. Some lands in this country can be bought for
$2 an acre, while there are great areas of farm Iands that are
worth $200 an acre. Why is this difference? It is because of
the difference in the producing capacity of the lands. Canadian
lands will never be worth anything near as much as the lands
in Illinols, Indiana, Towa, and some other States in the Union,

Mr. WARBURTON. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
gentleman a question.

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, CRUMPACKIER. I will yield for a question.

Mr. WARBURTON. Is it not a fact that in the same longi-
tude, 5 miles on either side of the boundary, the land on the
United States side is worth twice what the same quality of land
is on the other side?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Well, that is possible; that is very
likely. It is not altogether the difference in producing capacity
that makes the difference in the value of the land in this
country and in Canada. I will be frank. Western Canada is
sparsely settled and poorly developed as compared with this
country. Under its last census the density of popnlation in
Canada was a man and a quarter to a square mile of aren.. It
is not organized, and there are some other reasons. It has not
the market facilities that we have.

Mr. WARBURTON. Is it not just as necessary for the
farmer along the boundary line in the United States to go to the
mines in the winter as it is for the farmer on the Canadian
side to do that?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. The closer to Canada the greater Is
that necessity, I concelve.

Mr, WARBURTON. And the fact is this—

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I guess the gentleman is right about
that.

Mr. WARBURTON. That in the Dakotas and in Montana
and all along that line those same conditions prevail, and (he
farmers, just like the Canadian farmers, must farm to wheat
and nothing else, practically.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes; and that is one reason why the
lands in the United States along the Canadian border are not
worth much and they will never be worth much, compared to
lands better located. Take any country that can produce only
small graing and experience has demonstrated that in a com-
paratively few years of successive cultivation the capacity of
the land to successfully produce is greatly reduced. Last year
the average yleld of wheat in North Dakota was 5 bushels to
the acre. They raised a little flint corn in that State, and the
average yield was 14 bushels to the acre.

Mr. CLINE. I would like to inqguire of the gentleman whether
in a combination of crop raising like we have in this latitude
they do not raise the crop that they raise in a one-crop coun-
try like Canada cheaper and make more money on it, though
if raised alone here it would cost more than in the one-crop
country?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is exactly my contention. They
raise all of the crops at a smaller cost because of the diversi-
fication. If one crop only is cultivated, its failure menns dis-
tress; but if that crop is a success, much time and money are
lost, because the tenant is employed only for that ome crop.
He and his land must be idle more than if his farming con-
sisted of several kinds of crops and the raising of meat and
dairy animals besides. Different kinds of crops vermit of
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rotation and the consequent keeping up of the fertility of the
Iand. Canada is a one-crop country.

A quarter section of good prairie land in the State of Illinois
will produece more, one year with another, and is worth more
than two average sections in the prairie area of western Can-
ada., Canada is poorly developed; there is much uneultivated
land in its western Provinces. I read a recent history of Can-
ada, written by an Englishman. He said that after successive
cultivation of five years in small grains the producing power of
the western lands begins to decline, They can not rotate with
corn, they ean not raise clover, and the wise farmers in Mani-
toba and Saskatechewan advertise and sell their improved lands
after five or six years of cultivation and buy new and unim-
proved lInnds, to get the benefit of their virgin fertility.

Mr. HELGESEN. I live in North Dakota. The gentleman
from Indinna has stated the yield of wheat and corn last year,
and I would like to know if he wants the people to believe that
is the average of North Dakota in raising wheat and corn?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. 1 just referred to last year. I have
the crop report of the Agricultural Department to support the
statement.

Mr, HELGESEN. I want to tell the gentleman that I have
lived there for 25 years, and there has never been a year that
we did not raise more than double that quantity until last year,
which was an exception.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. But you do not raise any corn.

Mr. HELGESEN. The corn crop is inereasing every year.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. You only planted two or three hundred
thousand acres last year, while your neighbor, South Dakota,
planted between two and three million acres in corn.

Mr. HELGESEN., Twenty-fire years ago they did not have
any more than we have.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It seems that the further you get away
from Canada the better your lands will produce.

Mr. HELGESEN. We will discuss that later.

ECOPE OF THE MEASURE.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I would be glad if this measure were
broader in its scope. I have no doubt that we can manufacture
commodities as cheaply in the United States as they can in
Canada along almost every line. We ought to be able to do so.
Qur industrial organization is infinitely better than the indus-
trial organization of Canada. We can employ machinery in
manufacturing to the very highest possible advantage and Can-
ada can not becaunse her market is more limited. I ywould be
glad to have substantially all manufactured commodities on the
free list between this country and Canada. But it takes two to
make a bargain, and the Canadian representatives refused to
make further concessions on manufactures. They looked neross
the line into this country and gaw what wonderful progress we
have made under the policy of protection; how we have built up
our magnificent home markets and maintained the highest stand-
ard of wages and the highest standard of living of any people on
earth, and it seemed good to them. Several years ago Cauada
adopted the same policy, and one result has been to cause a Iarge
number of American establishments to build branch factories in
Canada to supply the market there and escape the Canadian
tariff. Those branch factories employ Canadian labor and are
building up the Canadian home market for the benefit of the
farmers, railroads, and producers there. While the reciprocity
agreement is not as comprehensive as I would like to have it, it
is a large step in the right direction and doubtless will lead to a
still more liberal policy.

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I will yield for a question.

Mr. COOPER. Just for a question. The gentleman said he
would have been glad to have seen farm implements put upon
the free list. The gentleman was on the committee, I think,
and he ought to remind the House of this faet, which he re-
members, that the Payne tariff law put agricultural imple-
ments on the free list that come from other countries that ad-
mit them into their ports free of duty.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. And the tariff is only 15 per cent, and the
reason they have not gone on tle free list is that other coun-
tries will not consent to it.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is a pertinent statement to put
in my remarks at this junecture,-and I thank the gentleman for
it. We have now reciprocal free trade in agricultural imple-
ments with the world, and the only reason we have not been
able to get into Canada with our implements free of duty is
because Canada will not make the concession.

PRICES IN THE UXNITED STATES AND CANADA.

Much has been said about the comparative price of com-
modities on this side of the line and on the Canadian side, and

the price of wheat has been quoted in Winnipeg, Minneapolis,
and Chicago. It is true that for the last six or eight years the
price of wheat in Minneapolis, for instance, has been on an
average about 8 cents a bushel above the price in Winnipeg.
It is about 8 cents on the average, but at times it has been ag
high as 14 cents, and at other times the price has been on an
absolute level, with possibly a fraction of a cent in favor of
Winnipez. DBut what does that mean; what does it signify?
How muech does it cost to ship a bushel of wheat from Winni-
peg, the center of the wheat market in Canada, to Minneapolis,
GO0 or 700 miles distant? The cost of transportation may
cover the difference in the price and more.

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I yield for a question.

Mr. VOLSTEAD. May I be permitted to suggest that Win-
nipeg has no market?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It has the same kind of a market as
Chicago, on a smaller scale.

Mr, VOLSTEAD. It is the lake ports, Port Arthur and Port
William.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Winnipeg is the register; it is like
Liverpool and Chicago. The price in the country, in the eleva-
tors, is the Winnipeg price plus what it would cost fo get the
product there, though it never goes to Winnipeg. Winnipeg is
simply a barometer which registers prices; that is all.

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Did I understand the gentleman to say the
price is fixed, with regard to wheat, at Winnipeg?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Why, of course; if wheat is worth a
certain price at Winnipeg, it means that anybody who has
wheat can sell it to a Winnipeg merchant and get the Winnipeg
price for it, but ount of that price he must pay the cost of get-
ting the wheat to Winnipeg. Tet me give some prices in our
own country. I quote from the Crop Ieporter, issued by the
Department of Agriculture, showing the farm price of corn,
wheat, and barley in the several States on the Ist day of De-
cember, 1910. The price of corn in North Dakota was 58 cents
a bushel and in Soath Dakota it was 40 cents a bushel, a differ-
ence of 18 cents a bushel in these two States lying side by side,
Did the tariff make that difference? ’

On the same day the price of wheat In Nebraska was 80
cents a bushel and in Minnesota it was 04 cents a bushel. Did
the cheap wheat in Nebraska demoralize the wheat midrket in
Minneapolis?

On the same day the price of barley in Nebraska was 40
cents a bushel, while in South Dakota the price was 57 cents a
bushel. These differences in prices of grain in adjoining
States were as great as the difference in the price of wheat on
that day between Winnipeg and Minneapolis, and yet it is
claimed that the higher price in Minneapolis over Winnipeg
was the result of the tariff. There are many other instances
in the Crop Reporter as striking as those I have quoted. They
are chiefly due to local conditions.

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I might suggest that Winnipeg does not
deal in wheat except the wheat that is in store at lake ports,
and the price in Winnipeg is the price at the lake ports.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Locate the market, then, on the lakes.
I do not care. I am using it for the purpose of illustration. I
do not care where it is located. I am quoting now the Winnipeg
prices, because they are the prices that are guoted in all the
price lists. I believe the tariff does have something to do with
it. I believe prices would be somewhat higher in Winnipeg on
an average under free trade in farm products, but they would
not be appreciably affected in this country. I will tell you
why.

3 TRANSIORTATION FACILITIES. :

Cannda has not the transportation facilities nor the elevator’
advantages nor the commercial and industrinl organization
thnt this country possesses. With a larger area than the
entire United States, including Alaska, Canada has only
24,000 miles of railroad, while this country has 240,000 miles.
We have great trunk lines of railroads running from ocean to
ocean and from the Lakes to the Gulf, with feeders going out
into every fertile valley, info every good producing section all
over the country, with abundant elevator facilities. The Ameri-
can farmer has a tremendous advantage over the Canadian
farmer in these conditions, and they affect the prices of products
and have a powerful bearing upon the prosperity of the farmer.

Another thing. The remarkable decrease in the cost of trans-
portation in this country in modern years has brought the farm
price of wheat and of the staple food products and the Liver-
pool price closer and closer together each year, until to-day
wheat on the farm is worth relatively more than it ever was
before in the history of the country. In 18068 it cost 42 cents
a bushel to ship wheat by rail from Chicago to New York; it
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cost about 50 cents to send that bushel of wheat from Chicago
to Liverpool. To-day wheat can be carried from Chicago to
New York by rail at 10k cents a bushel, and to Liverpool for
2% cents more. Yes; for less than that, because a small differ-
ential is made by the railroads in favor of the export product,
and wheat can be shipped from Chieago to Liverpool for 12
cents a bushel. The average freight rate in the country is 73
mills, or just a trifle over, per ton-mile, The railroads carry
wheat from Chicago to New York for less than 3 mills per ton-
mile, Why do they do it? In the early seventies there occeurred
that great railroad-rate war between the Pennsylvania Railroad
Co., the New York Central Co., and the Baltimore & Ohio Co.—
one running into Philadelphia, one into New York, and the
other into Baltimore. A differential rate was finally agreed
upon in favor of Philadelphin and DBaltimore large enough to
overcome the port advantages of New York City in the foreign
trade, and the exporters in those cities were placed upon an
equal footing. The contest then became a battle of enterprise
and economy on the part of the merchants in New York, Phila-
delphin, and Baltimore, and as the contest continued every un-
necessary element of cost was eliminated and the western
farmer received the benefit. The conditions developed by that
rate war arve largely entitled to the credit for the high price of
lands in the Western States to-day.
COMPETITION BETWEEN SEAPOARD AXD GULF.

Then railroads leading to the Gulf ports were extended and
ramified, and west of the Father of Waters, and even east of it,
farm produets secured the benefit of competition between the
Gulf and the Atlantie seaboard. Some years agothe eastern and
western rallroads gave a rate on grain from the Mississippi River
to the seaboard of 85 per cent of the Chicago rate, They had
to make the concession to meet the competition to the South.
And I tell you, Mr. Chairman, the competition in transportation
in this country, East and South, has given us rates and other
facilities that from the nature of things can never be had in
Cannda, except in a limited measure through the operation of
free commercial intercourse between the two countries. Sup-
pose we should abolish the tariff, what would be the effect?
Would our wheat go down in price? Noj; our wheat would not
go down; but the Canadian railroads and steamboats, that have
practically no competition now in earrying the Canadian wheat
from the western wheat fields to the market at Liverpool, would
be compelled to meet competition by way of Duluth, Chieago,
and New York, and even to the Gulf. Rates of transportation
would go down in Canada or Canadian lines would lose that
trade. The result would be that the Canadian wheat grower
would get better prices for his wheat, without in any manner
affecting the price of American wheat. He would buy more
‘American-made products to his advantage and our benefit.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr, CRUMPACKER. I will yield.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. In that case will the con-
sumer get bread any cheaper?

Mr, CRUMPACEKER. Why, he may not get bread any
cheaper. I am not advocating cheaper bread. I am advoeating
a policy that will increase the ability of the American con-
sumer to buy bread and all the other necessaries and comforts
of life.

I am advocating the upbuilding of our home market and the
expansion of our foreign trade, and I am not worrying now
about the price of bread. It does not enter info my philosophy
just now.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Is not this proposition predi-
cated upon the theory that the consumer will be benefited by
cheaper prices?

Mr. CRUMPACKER.
postulates.

My, HAMILTON of Michigan, Yes, and the gentleman is
arranging his postulates to suit himself.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is immaterial.
mit some figures about prices which will—
Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. T will yield.

AMr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. My question is pertinent to
the question the gentleman is now considering. I want to ask
if the railroads of this country would do a greater business by
reason of the increased amount of freight that would come to
them from the Canadian market?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. It would increase some. It would com-
pel the Canadian railroads and the Canadian ship lines to re-
duce rates and take care of (heir own products or lose the

.

It is my privilege to arrange my own

I want to sub-

businesg, and the result would be higher prices in VWinnipeg
and that part of Canada.

Mr, MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman spoke of a re-
duction of freight rates on railroads and steamboats. I was
curious to find out whetlier in his judgment he believed the rail-
roudlatynnd steamboats would reduce their rates under reci-
procity.

Mr, CRUMPACKER, My opinion is that Canadian trans-
portation ecompanieg would be compelled to reduce rates or lose
much of their carrying trade.

Mr, VOLSTEAD. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the genfleman yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota?

Mr, CRUMPACKER. Yes.

Mr., VOLSTEAD. I want to know if the introduction of
Canadian wheat into this country would have a tendency to
keep the Minneapolis price anywhere near the Liverpool price?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I do not know that it would affect the
Minneapolis price appreciably.

Mr. VOLSTEAD. During the year 1010, for about {hree
months during that year, is it not a fact that Minneapolis
prices were above the Liverpool price?

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That may be true, and it was probably
the result of local conditions growing out of gambling opern-
tions on the boards of trade, generally after tlie farmers have
marketed their crops. The gentleman must excuse me from
yielding further. I must proceed along my own line of thought,

DELATION OF FOREIGN PRICES TO IOME PRICES.

I had the Secretary of Agriculture prepare this table, giving
the price of wheat in Winnipeg, Toronto, Montreal, New York,
and Liverpool for the last five years—the average price during
ench month of each year, beginning with 1900, In that table I
find there is substantially a fixed relation between the average
Liverpool price throughout the year and the prices at the cities
I have mentioned, The price in this country is generally about
5 or 6 cents a bushel higher in relation to the Liverpool price
than the Winnipeg price is, showing that American farmers get
their wheat to Liverpool cheaper than the Canadian farmers
can get theirs there, for wheat from both countries sells at the
same price at Liverpool, If we open up this channel of trade,
Winnipeg can get her wheat to Europe about as cheaply as we
can get ours there.

Mr, VOLSTEAD. I will ask the gentleman if that will do
any good to our people?

Mr. CRUMPACEKER. It will enable Minneapolis millers to
mix Minnesota soft wheat with Canadian hard wheat, and in
that way improve the quality of flour, for one thing.

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I would say to the gentleman that our
wheat is a hard wheat, and the gentleman is mistaken as to
the character of our wheat. [Laughter.]

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Now, if the gentleman will pardon me,
I promise I will not say anything more that is not polite about
Minnesota or: her products. [Laughter.] I have heard, lLow-
ever, that they do buy hard wheat in Canada to mix with soft
Minnesota wheat, to improve the quality of the flour. The gen-
tleman need not answer that aspersion, as what I beard was
doubtless gossip. [Laughter.]

Mr. VOLSTEAD. If the gentleman will allow me—

Mr. OCRUMPACEER. I will admit that the gentleman is
right if he will allow me fo go on without interruption. I do
not know what he is going to say, but I will admitit in advance,
[Laughter.] Wheat prices in this couniry always have de-
pended principally upon wheat prices in Liverpool. This will
be the case as long as we export any substantial portion of our
annual produet. For some years our exports of wheat have
averaged about 100,000,000 bushels a year. Cananda exported
about 50,000,000 bushels Inst year. We can not relieve onrselves
from competition with the Canadian surplus. We may keep it
out of our own markets, but we must meet it in Liverpool,
where the world’s price is registered.

There have been times when the price in this country was too
Ligh for export, depending upon local conditions. Conspiracies
by grain gamblers on the boards of trade to “ corner ” the mar-
kets have even raised the prices here, temporarily, above the
prices in Europe. Just before harvest in 1902 oats sold on the
Board of Trade in Chicago at 16 cents a bushel above the price
at any market within a radius of 500 miles from Chicago.
That price was the result of a “corner” operated by Patten .
Bros., and like most all operations of that kind it oceurred
when the oat raisers had none to sell. One of the most benefi-
cent features of the reciprocity measure is that it will tend
to stableize grain markets and minimize the evils of grain
gambling.
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The total yield of wheat in this country for 1910 was To7,-
180,000 bushels, of which 464,044,000 bushels were winter
wheat and 231.399,000 bushels were spring wheat. Canada’s
total yicld for the same year was 149,080,000 bushels, of which
16,610,000 were winter wheat and 133,379,000 bushels were
spring wheat. The winter wheat was produced chiefly in the
Province of Ontario.

OUR TRADE WITH CANADA.

In 1910 the United States sold to Canada $34,432,000 worth
of farm products—sold that value of farm products into the
conntry of cheap labor and cheap land with great capacity for
production. Over 16 per cent of all our sales to Canada con-
sisted of farm products. We sold over $7,000,000 of breand-
stuffs, $4,000,000 of animals, $3,000,000 of meats and dairy
products, $5,000,000 of fruits and nuts, $8,000,000 of raw cotton,
and 80 on down the line. Canada sold to us in that year
$0,000,000 worth of farm produets. Only 9.3 per cent of her
exports to the United States were farm products.

Those figures are significant, Mr. Chairman, showing that
under existing conditions, with a substantial tariff on the Ca-
nadian side on all farm products excepting corn, we can invade
Ler markets and sell our produects there in Iarge guantities.

We bought $33,000,000 worth of lumber from Canada and
sold her $7,000,000 worth. Ier total foreign trade last year was
$371,000,000 in round numbers. Ier trade with us was
$285,000,000, leaving only $286,000,000 with all the balance of
the world, $232,000,000 of which was with the United Kingdom.

Our total sales to Canada in 1909 were $192,661,000, and
Great Britain's sales to Canada that year were $86,257,000. We
gold to Canada $1006,000,000 worth of goods more than she
bought from the mother country, notwithstanding the fact that
Canada extends to the mother country a preferential tariff rate
335 per cent below the rate she imposes against the United

tates.

What does it mean? It means that it will’ require a tariff
wall higher than any that has yet been established to overcome
and destroy the natural disposition on the part of the people of
these two countries to cooperate, to do business back and forth,
to exchange commodities when it is to their mutual advantage
to do =0. Canada is the third best customer we have in all
the world, and, taking cotton out of account, she ranks second.
With her 7,000,000 people she bought more from the United
States last year than we sold to all the Republics in Sounth
America and all the countries in Asia combined, with theic
700,000,000 agzregate population! Progressive, inereasing in
population, developing as she is and will be, the higher the
tide of her prosperity the better customer she will become for
the United States and the more valuable our intercourse will
become to her. When she reaches the 20,000,000 point in popu-
lation, at the present ratio of business, she will be the best cus-
tomer the United States has in the entire world.

Trade is generally profitable to both parties, as it should be.
Canada raises very little corn. There was produced last vear
in all the Provinces only about 25,000,000 bushels, as against
3,000,000,000 bushels produced in this country, and Canada’s only
corn Province is Ontario. The western farmers of the United
States are not concerned about Ontario, nor Quebec, nor the
maritime Provinces, but they do feel some concern about Mani-
toba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta. DBut a country that can not
raise corn can not successfully raise beef cattle or hogs, and a
country, I repeat, that can not grow clover to fertilize its land,
that can not rotate its small grains with corn, ean not for any
conglderable length of time keep up that feriility of the soil
that s necessary to produce large yields of wheat and other
small grains,

Ah, gentlemen of the House, the fear of Canadian competition
on the part of the American farmer, it seems to me, is alto-
gether fanciful. If you go to the Illinois farmer or the Towa
farmer and ask him what he thinks about the danger of compe-
tition with a country that ean not produce corn, hogs, or eattle,
lie will look upon you as a freak,

CANADIAN LAND BOOM, "

But there are boomers in Canada. They are advertising the
wonderful fertility of their soil and the cheapness of the land
and the salubrity of their climate. A few years ago fertile
lands in the State of Mississippl were advertised in the part of
the country where I live at ridiculously low prices, and many
of my neighbors disposed of their property and went to Mis-
sigsippi and bought lands. Those lands felt the effects of the
boom and increased in price somewhat, but after a few years
of experience every investor that I know of, excepting one, dis-
posed of his Mississippi purchase and came back to good old
Indiana a wiser, if not a wealthier, man. It was another Mis-
sissippi bubble—a will-o™~the-wisp excursion.

Of course the Canadian lands will all be cultivated in the
course of years, and they will support a considerable popula-
tion, but I want to emphasize the fact that from no standpoint
can the Canadian farmer be a dangerous competitor of the
American farmer. He is handicapped by both drouth and frost
and by the inevitable depreciation of soil fertility characteristic
of all small grain regions. This is especially true where the
chief crop is spring wheat. Experience in this coumrdry shows
that when the virgin fertility of the soil is exhausted in spring
wheat ecultivation, and it only requires a few years of suc-
cessive cultivation to do that, the land can never be recruited to
successfully produce spring wheat thereafter. The first few
crops yield abundantly and then the Inevitable depreciation
beging. This has been the experience of all our prairie States,
That is not the case with winter wheat, however. Land in the
valley of the Danube that has been farmed for a thousand
years produces winter wheat as abundantly as it ever did. Its
strength is maintained by rotation of crops and by artificial
fertilization, methods that have never succeeded in spring wheat
growing.

Talk about ralsing cattle and hogs in Canada! They have
no corn to feed them. They feed all the oats they raise to their
horses and sheep. Oats, hay, and barley are all the feed they
have. The winters are two months longer in Canada than they
are in the part of the country In which I live, and they have to
feed stock that much longer every year, Is Canada a danger-
ous competitor of ours under these conditions? Ah, Mr. Chair-
mian, these conditions are fundamental. They are vital, and
they can not be gotten rid of. I was a farmer when I was a
young man, and I know something about raising corn and
oats, and wheat and cattle.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. That was a long time ago.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes; a long time ago.

Mr. MOORE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman made his
money early.

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Yes; I am past 35 now. The Tariff
Board appointed by the President under the Payne tariff law
made an investigation of relative conditions in this country and
Canada recently touching farming and stock raising. Their re-
port was submitted to Congress on the Ist day of last month.
The report shows that wages of farm hands are fully as high
in western Canada as they are in the United States. The
report also shows that prices of farm animals are higher in
Canada than they are in this country. I read, in this connec-
tion, extracts from the report, showing the prices of horses,
cattle, hogs, and sheep in the two countries:

JIORSES.

Prices of horses range from il(]fi to 5125
Hampshire, Vermont, and New York. In Michigan, Wisconsin, Minune-
sotn, and Nerth Dakota the range is from $111 to $120, and in Mon-
tana, Idaho, and Washington from $80 to $108. In eastern Canada

rices of horses range from $107 to $139 per head, while in western
‘anada the range is from $107 to $156. In the great agricultural
States of Indiana, Illinoiz, and Towna prices range from $120 to $124,
In all the Canadian Provinces, except Prince Idward Island, Manitoba,
and Nova Scotia, the prices are higher than in any of our States,

As to horses, Canada has no surplus of importance outside of On-
tarlo. The agrieultural development of the northwestern 'rovinces has
put prices of work stock and heavy draft teams at a premium in the
territory tributary to Winnipeg, During the spring of 1910 it is stated
on good authority that not less than 20,000 horses were sold out of
Ontario alone for shipment to the market just mentloned, and pros-
ective loss of this trade is giving Ontario some concern at this time.
'he five Provinces of Quebee, Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and
Alberta combined have but 1,863,744 head, as compared with 1,000,000
head now In the State of Towa alone,

DAIRY COWS,
Prices of dalry cows range from $33 to $30 a head In Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, and New York. In Michigan, Wisconsin, Minne-
gotn, and North Dakota the range is practically the same. In the
western border States of Montana, Idaho, and Washington the range is
from $41.80 to $40.50. In eastern Canada prices of dairy cows range
from $£32 to $48 and In western Canada from $30 to $41. The highest
Canadian price quoted is $48 in Ontarlo, as against $46.50 in Montana,
the highest American price.

CATTLE AND SWINE.

Prices of other eattle vary In the United States from $14.30 a head
in Minnesota to $27.40 In Montana, while in Canada the range of
prices is from $31 In Saskatchewan to $34 in Ontarlo. 3

Prices of swine are slightly higher in Canada than in the United
States. In our eastern border States—Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont,
and New York—they range from $10 to $11.10. In the great agricul-
tural States of Indiana, Illinois, and lowa prices of swine vary very
little from those already quoted. In eastern (;nnndn the range of swine
prices fs from $10 to $13 and In western Canada from $12 to $13.
The highest American price Is $11.80 a head in Wisconsin, as against
the highest Canadlan price of $13 a head, which is guoted for Quebec,
Manitoba, and Saskalchewan. D

Prices of sheep are much lower In the United States than In Canada,
due to the fact that Ontarlo specializes on pedigreed flocks, a8 appears
lnter on. In the United Btates they range from $2.00 per head in
Texas to $5.30 in Illinols and Iowa, while in Canada the range is from
$4 in Nova Scotia to $7 in Ontarlo, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan.

er head in Maine, New
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While the sheep inﬂnst?y in Canndn at the present time Is n minor
one, the feeding of lambs for market has been an important business In
Ontiurio, as many as 125,000 head having been exported as late as 1007
to the United =tates and 33,000 In the same fear to Great Dritain,
The surplus has now dwindled, however, to such an extent that prae-
tieally none was recelved at the Duffalo stockyards during 1010. In
fact, it Is reported that a few American-fed Jambs have been shipped
from Euffalo to Toronto, indicating that Ontario at the present time is
scarcely supplyiaz her own wants In this regard. T s, however, an
abnermal condition.

I will insert in my remarks a table showing sales to and
purchases from Canada of horses, cattle, meat and dairy prod-
ucts, and breadstuils for the last five years:

Government statisticy for five ycars ending June 80, 1910.

Horsea:
We gold In Canada $14, 172, 075
2, 649, 201

Canada sold to us
11,622, 874

Difference In our favor.
Cattle:

We sold In Canada 1,678, 170

Canada sold to us 1,193,796

384, 383

Difference in our favor

Ment and dairy:
We sold in Canada
Canada sold to us

17,011, 017
004, 101

Difference In our favor 16, 100, 826
—————————— ]

Breadstufls :

We gold in Canada 81, 606, 556
Canada sold to us. 6, 6790, 884
Difference in our favor 24, 016, 672

BENEFITS OF RECIPROCITY.

The question is asked, “ Where are the benefits of reciprocity
with Canada?"” I will endeavor to suggest some of them. It
will enable people on this side of the boundary line and the
people on the other side to trade along natural channels. We
should not artificinlize markets where it Is not necessary to
do so. Talke the item of coal. Canada has a duty of 53 cents
a ton on coal, and we had a duty of 67 cents until the Payne
law, and now it is 45 cents.

That duoty shuts Nova Scotia coal out of some of the markets
in New Ingland. They are now supplied by coal chiefiy from
West Virginia, but the duty enables Nova Scotia to ship coal
200 or 200 miles farther west than could be done otherwise,
and it takes from Pennsylvania and Ohio and Indiana their
natural market for coal in Ontario and Quebec. If we had
free coal with Canada, Nova Scotia would sell a little more coal
to New England—not much; her dutiable coal is inferior in qual-
ity to the coal of West Virginia. TWe would sell more coal to
the Provinces north of us, and the consumers of coal in On-
tario and Quebee would obtain better coal at a lower price.
It would help on both sides of the line. The advantage would
be Iargely with us, because we have better industrial organiza-
tion and better facilities for {ransportation. It would operate
that way in a great many channels and along a great many
lines, Unneecessary transportation is an economic wwaste. This
arrangement would save mueh unnecessary transportation,
These two peoples do not need the trade barrier between them
that has existed for a century. It serves no beneficent purpose
to elther country.

Who are opposing this bill? Every * standpatter” and every
frieed of * special interests! in the country are against it
Those patriots have suddenly become the champions of the
“dovnirodden” farmer. Whenee this new-born zeal for the
tiller of the s0il? The bill provides for free lumber, a provision
that ought to be hailed swith delight by every fair-minded man
in the country.

The high price of Iumber has become a great burden to the
people, and the bill, if it becomes a law, will afford some
relief. The Dareau of Corporations recently investigated the
subject of thuber holdings in this country and diseovered an
alarming condition of things. It was found that a few wealthy
syndieates now own and control millions upon millions of acres
of the most valuable timber in the country. Those syndieales
do not manufacture lumber, but they hold the timber until they
can get their own price for ‘“stumpage” from the millmen.
They have made hundreds of millions of dollars from the
inerease in the price of stumpage. These timber barons confer
no benefit upon society. They add nothing to the wealth or
welfare of the country, but they grow rich off the necessities
of the people. They are now making frenzied appeals through
the press and other agencies for the protection of the farmers
against the baleful Canadian reciprocity movement. Their
hearts are wrung with anguish lest the farmer may suffer an
injustice, Great putriots they surely are!

Placing lumber on the free list will alone compensate for
every concession made by our Government.

Horses in the we.tern Canadian country are higher in price
than they are in the United States. Reciproeity will open up
a market for American horses, a market for fruits and vegeta-
bles, especially early fruits and vegetables, and many other
things. There are a great many things that we can obtain
from Canada and many things Canada may obtain from us fo
the advantage of both eountries. There are a great many ad-
vantages which I have not time to enumerate, and I do not see
any serious disadvantage to either country.

I believe when I cast my vote for this measure I will have
voted to advance the welfare of the farmers and all classes of
producers in the United States. The tallc about discrimination
against the farmer is without Jjustification. No sane man in
America would purposely discriminate against the farmer. The
chief benefit the American farmer derives from the policy of
protection is an indirect one. The chief benefit he gets under
the policy of protection iz in the stimulation it gives to factories
and the employment of American laborers at good wages, who
buy and consume the products of the farm and thereby make
good prices.

What was our campaign slogan in 1806, when the country
was in distress? The Democratic leaders said, “ Open the
mints to free coinage of silver.)” Our leaders said, “ Open the
mills and give labor employment.” [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.] Put money in the pocket of the toiler, so he will be
able to buy and consume of the products of the farm and the
factory. The people accepted the advice of the Republican
Party. McKinley was elected President, the Dingley tariff
went into operation, the mills were opened, and they have been
open from that day to this. Labor throughout the couniry was
steadily employed at good wages and has been steadily em-
ployed ever since. Wage earners bought and consumed, and
prices went up naturally in obedience to the law of supply and
demand. There are those who say we overdid the prosperity
business and created too much demand and prices have become
too high. It is hard to satisfy some people.

The Republican Party is now committed to the policy of fix-
ing duties on competitive commodities only high ecnough to
cover the difference in cost of production here and abroad, allow-
ing a reasonable profit to the American producer, It believes in
the creation of a tariff commission to asecertain that difference
with practical certninty. It believes in adequate proteetion to
legitimate American producers on the one hand and protection
of the American consumer against unjust exactions by monopo-
listic combinations on the other lhand. Its great, patriotic
leader, President Taft, initiated this historie measure throuszh
his negotiations with the Canadian Government. e recom-
mends its enactment by Congress beeause it is in harmony with
the industrial policy of the country and the best traditions of
the Republican Party.

Mr. Chairman, these two countries are neighbors. Their
people are of the same race, they speak the same language, they
have similar traditions and institutions. They are both capable,
self-governing peoples devoted to liberty and order. The long
lIand boundary separating them, several thousand miles in
extent, is marked by no frowning forts, is guarded by no staiud-
ing armies. The placid bosom of the great inland seas which
are the common property of both countries, is vexed by no
battleships or armed ecruisers. Gentlemen, this is the most
sublime object lesson in the world's history, teaching as it
does, that two intelligent, self-reliant, progressive peoples, may
live side by side under different flags, with nothing to safegunrd
their relations but the spirit of justice and fraternity. [Ap-
plause.] Let us consecrate that relation, let us strengthen the
bond of unily between these peoples, so that we under the
Stars and Stripes and they under their own national emblem
may be one people in all things that make for our common good,
and tend to promote the welfare of mankind, [Applausge.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairmaon, I move that the com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Suercey, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that committee had had under consideration the Canadian reci-
procity measure (H. R. 4412) and had come to no resolution
thereon,

CIVIL GOVERNMENT FOR PORTO RICO.

The SPEAKER Iaid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States (8. Doc. No. 813, Gist
Cong., 3d sess.), which was read and, with the accompanying
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papers, ordered printed and referred to the Committee on Ways
and Means:
To the Scnate and House of Representatives:

As required by section 31 of the act of Congress approved
April 12, 1900, entitled “An act temporarily to provide revenue
and a eivil government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes,”
1 transmit herewith copies of the acts and resolutions enacted
by the Legislative Assembly of Porto Rico during the session
beginning January 9 and ending March 9, 1911.

War, H, TaFT.

Tue Waite House, April 17, 1911.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE,

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.
Dickson of Mississippi for 10 days on account of important
business,

ADJOURNMENT.

Then, on motion of Mr. Uxperwoop (at 5 o'clock and 53 min-
utes p. m.), the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, April
18, at 12 o'clock m.

IXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications
were talken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a
Jetter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination of
Willis River, Va. (H. Doe. No. 16) ; to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors and ordered to be printed.

2, A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with a
letter from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and
survey of Detroit River, Wyandotte Channel, between I'ighting
Island and eity of Wyandotte, Mich. (. Doc. No. 17); to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed
with illustrations.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Patents was
discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 4125) for
the relief of the heirs of Benjamin 8. Roberts, and the same
was referred to the Committee on Claims.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were Introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 5505) to establish a fish-
cultural station and mussel hatehery on the Wabash River, near
Viuncenneg, Ind.; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: A bill (H. R. 5596) to provide
local rates of postage on parcels on rural routes emanating from
the same post office or station; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. k. 5507) to prevent the employ-
ment of children under the age of 14 years performing manual
labor; to the Committee on Interstate and I'oreign Commerce,

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 5508) to establish a fish
hatchery and biological station in the first congressional distriet
of the State of Georgia; to the Committee on the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5599) to promote the efliciency of the
Tublic Health and Marine-Hospital Service; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HOWARD : A bill (H, It. 5600) anthorizing the con-
struction of national highway from Fort McPherson io the
United States penitentiary, F'ulton County, Ga.; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. BOOHER: A bill (H. R. 5601) to limit the effect of
the regulation of interstate commerce between the States in
goods, wares, and merchandise wholly or in part manufactured
by conviet labor or in any prison or reformatory; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROBINSON: A bill (H. R. 5602) authorizing the Leo
N. Levi Memorlal Assoclation to occupy and construct bulldings
for the use of the corporation on lots Nos. 8 and 4, block No.
114, in the ecity of Hot Springs, Ark.; to the Committce on the
Public Lands.

By Mr. COX of Indiana: A bill (H. R. G603) to amend section
15 of an act passed May 30, 1908, and being an act entitled “An
act to amend the national banking laws,” and provide for pay-
ment of interest on public deposits; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

DBy Mr. THOMAS : A bill (H. R. 5604) to determine the juris-
diction of eirenit and district courts of the United States; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5605) to determine the jurisdiction of
United States courts in matters of coniempt, and to regulate the
t1;IaI and punishment of same; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

Also, a bill (H. . 5606) defining combinations and conspiracies
in trade and labor disputes and regulating the granting of in-
Jjunctions therein; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Algo, a bill (H. IR. 5607) for the erection of a public building
at Central City, Mulhlenberg County, Ky.; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5608) for the erection of a public building
at Glasgow, Barren County, Ky.; to the Committee on Publie
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (H. R. 5609) to authorize the
coinage of 23-cent pleces; to the Committee on Coinage, Welghts,
and Measures.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5610) to repeal a portion of an act hereto-
fore passed relating to the alienation of the title of the United
States to land in the District of Columbia; to the Committee
on the Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 5611) to retire enlisted men,
either in the Army or Marine Corps, after 25 years' service; to
the Committee on Military Aflairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5612) to adjust the lineal and relative
rank of certain oflicers of the United States Army, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5613) for the relief of volunteer officers
and soldiers who served during the War with Spain and beyond
the period of their enlistments; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5614) to acquire the Rancho del Encinal,
known as the Henry Ranch, loeated in San Luis, Obispo County,
State of California; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5615) granting to the city and county of
San Franelsco, Cal., rights of way in and through certain public
lands of the United States in California; to the Committee on
the 'ublic Lands.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 5616) to amend section 2740 of the Revised
Statutes, relating to additional compensation to the appraisers,
deputy collectors, ete.,, at the port of San Francisco; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5617) to provide for the purchase of a site
and the erection thercon of a suitable building or buildings for
marine-hospital purposes at San Francisco, Cal.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5G18) to confirm the name of Commodore
Barney Cirele for the circle located at the eastern end of Penn-
sylvania Avenue SE., in the District of Columbia; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5619) to amend the Code of Law for the
District of Columbia regarding corporations; to the Committee
on the Distriet of Columbia.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 5620) to amend section 4514 of the Revised
Statutes; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Irisheries.

Algo, a bill (H. 1. 50621) to confer jurisdiction upon the
Cireuit Court of the United States for the Ninth Cireuit to de-
termine in equity the rights of American citizens under the
award of the Bering Sea arbitration of Paris and to render
judgment thereon; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5622) to amend an act entitled “An act to
establish a Court of Claims,” and the acts amendatory thereof
and supplementary thereto, approved Februavy 24, 1855; to the
Committee on the Judicinry.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5623) to amend an act entitled “An act to
provide for the bringing of suits against the Government of the
United States for destruction of private property "; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5624) to provide for payment of interest
on judgments rendered against the United States for money due
on public work; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HAWLEY : A bill (H. RR. 5625) for the relief of water
users on reclamation projects in certain instances; to the Com-
mittee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 5626) providing
for the purchase of a site and erection of a public building
at Washington, Mo.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

By Mr. LAFFERTY : A bill (H. R. 5027) for the acquisition
of a site and the erection thereon of a public building at As-
toria, Oreg.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Algo, a bill (H. R.5628) to amend an act entitled “An act for
the sale of timber lands in the States of California, Oregon,
Nevada, and in Washington Territory,” approved June 3, 1878;
to the Committee on the Public Lands.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5629) to amend section 2301 of the Revised
. Statutes of the United States; to the Committee on the Public
Lands.

By Mr. COX of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 5630) to repeal sec-
tion 17 of the United States Statutes, volume 14, enacted July
20, 1866, relating to the mileage of Senators, Representatives,
sad Delegates in Congress; to the Committee on Mileage.

Also, a bill (II. R. 5631) for the relief of the nonenlisted offi-
cers and members of the crews of the Mississippi Ram. Fleet,
Marine Brigade, or the Mississippi Squadron; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. §632) to pension Army teamsters; to the
(Jounnillce on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 5633) requiring railroads to make reports;
to the Committee on Iixpenditures in the Post Office Depart-
ment.

Also, a bill (I, . 5634) to amend section 4004 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States, passed March 3, 1873, and en-
titled “Additional pay for postal cars”; to the Committee on
the Pogt Office and Post Roads.

Also, a bill (H, It. 5635) fixing the mileage of Senators, Rep-
resentatives, and Delegates in Congress; to the Committee on
Mileage.

By Mr. HAY : Resolution (H. Res. 98) calling for informa-
tion as to the number of officers added to the Army under the
act of March 3, 1911; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CLARK of Florida: Resolution (II. Res. 99) amend-
ing rules; to the Committee on Rules.

Alqo 1emlution (H. Res. 100) for appointment of special com-
mittee to Investigate certain commissions, boards, ete.; to the
Committee on Rules.

By Mr. RUCKER of Missourl: Resolution (H. Res. 101) to
authorize the chairman of the Cominittee on Election of Presi-
dent, Vice President, and Representatives in Congress to appoint
a clerk to said committee; to the Committee on Accounts.

LBy Mr. HOWARD : Resnlutiun (H. RRes. 102) to provide for
an inv estigation of the Post Office Department; to the Com-
‘miftee on Rules.

By Mr. HAMLIN: Resolution (H. Res. 103) instrocting com-
‘mittees to examine affairs of departments; to the Committee

on Rules,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Tnder clause 1 of Ntule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: A bill (II. R. 5636) granting an
increase of pension to James W. Porter; to the Comiittee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5687) granting an increase of pension to
Jolm B. King; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

- Also, a bill (H. R. 5638) granting an increase of pension to
Elisha L. Larowe; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (. R. 5639) granting an increase of pension to
John Ingerson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5640) granting an increase of pension to
Mingo Williams, alias Mingo Hinds; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5641) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel D. Might; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5642) granting an increase of pension to
William Mereness; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5643) granting an increase of pension to
Christian Martin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5644) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Moon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5045) granting an increase of pension to
John Latham; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5646) granting an inerease of pension to
James W. Longbon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 5647) granting an increase of pension to
John 1. Hateh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5648) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Jackson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5649) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Schickedantz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5650) granting an increase of pension to
David Rizor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5651) granting an increase of pension to
James M. Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5652) granting an increase of pension to
Marion Harris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5653) granting an increase of pension to
Hunter Hastings; to the Committee on Invalid Pensiops
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5654) granting an increase of pension to
Nehemier C. Hilford; to the Committee on Invalid I’ensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5655) granting an increase of pension to
IIarrison Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. RR. 5656) granting an increase of pension to
David Vestal; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5657) granting an increase of pension to
James Milton Thomas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 5658) granting an increase of pension to
Alfred T. Tallman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5659) granting an increase of pension to
Ralph Spring; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (II. R. 5660) granting an increase of pension to
Jackson Stouffer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill {H It. 5601) granting an increase of pension to
William G. Shute; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5662) granting an increase of pension to
Louis Siples; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 5663) granting an increase of pension to
William Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5664) granting an increase of pension to
James M. Francis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5665) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm N. England; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 5666) granting an increase of penslon to
Simon B. De Wolfe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I R. 5667) granting an increase of pension to
Isane Chamberlain; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5668) granting an increase of pension to
Laura I. Curry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5669) granting an increase of pension to
John H. Carpenter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 5670) granting an increase of pension to
James K, Polk Brady; to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5671) granting an increase of pension to
Martin Barnhart; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5672) granting an increase of pension to
Ernst Boger; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5673) granting an increase of pension to
Peter Boger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5674) granting an increase of pension to
Itliza J. Barnd; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 5675) granting an in-
crease of pension to William Cagney; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BROWN: A bill (H. . 5676) for the relief of the
hi}alri;s1 of Thomas G. Flagg, deceased; to the Committee on War
Claims.

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee: A bill (. R. 5677) granting a
pension to Andrew M. Watson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5678) granting an increase of pension to
George A. Easterley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 5679) granting an in-
crease of pension to Francis M. Jones; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARLIN: A bill (H. It. 5680) granting an increase
of pension to Moses M. Whitney; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5681) for the relief of John W, Fairfax;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5682) for the relief of John Mann; to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 5683) for the relief of the
Southern Rallway Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5684) for the relief of Emma C. Franner,
George W. Seaton, Hiram K. Seaton, Howard Seaton, Mary
Seaton, Blanche Seaton, George W. Taylor, Edward Taylor, and
Catharine Pomeroy; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5685) for the relief of Gordon Jones, ad-
ministrator of the estate of Willlam M. Jones, deceased; to the
Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5686) for the relief of the heirs of Philip
Houser, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5687) for the relief of the estate of Mary
1. Binns, deceased ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5688) for the relief of Mason Shipman; to
the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. COPLEY: A bill (H. R. 5680) granting a pensipn to
Charlotte McConnell; to the Commiftee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5690) for the relief of John Donnelly, de-
ceased; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5691) for the relief of David Kirch; to the
Committee on Mllitary Affairs,
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By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 5692) granting an increase
of pension to John Eslinger; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Dy Mr. DENVER: A bill (II. k. 5603) granting a pension to
Rosa Drumm Berry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 5694) granting an increase of pension to
Alexander Price; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5695) granting an increase of pension to
Litheo 8. Van Anda; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5696) granting an increase of pension to
Arthur T. McLean; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (. R. 5697) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Mosby; to the Committee on Imvalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 5698) granting an increase of pension to
John Day; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (. R, 5699) granting an increase of pension to
Ardon P. Middleton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5700) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Babb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5701) granting an increase of pension to
Hill C. Crawford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5702) granting an increase of pension to
Charles O. Willinms; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5703) granting an increase of pension to
Alberton ¥. Hopkins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5704) granting a pension to William
Matthews; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5705) for the relief of Henry W. Ander-
son; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5706) to refer to the Court of Claims the
claim of John S. Armstrong for compensation for loss of wheat
in 1862; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5707) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Cunningham; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. DAUGHERTY : A bill (H. R. 5708) granting a pen-
sion to Julius Cohn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5709) granting an increase of pension to
John W. Werts; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5710) granting an increase of pension
tci:o William Higginbottom; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5711) granting an increase of pension to
Julins Demele; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, o bill (H. R. 5712) granting an increasc of pension to
John €. Bailey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R, 5713) granting a pension
to Hattie Brauda; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5714) for the relief of the estate of Mrs.
C. L. Fogarty; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. TLOYD of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 5715) granting an
increase of pension to Willinm Ienderson ; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5§716) granting a pension to Garfield Lay;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5717) granting an increase of pension to
John I. Dailey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5718) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Conine; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5719) granting an inecrease of pension to
Theodore F. Hawley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsq, a bill (H. . 5720) granting an increase of pension to
James L. Carpenter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: A bill (H. RR. 5721) granting an
inerease of pension to Joseph Stone; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5722) granting an increase of pension to
Junius G. Loggins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5723) granting an increase of pension to
Enos Douglas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, u bill (H. R. 5724) granting an increase of pension to
Wallace R. Newton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 6725) granting an increase of
pension to Clarence McBrainey; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. GARRETT: A bill (H. . 5726) for the relief of the
lezal representatives of Isabelln B. Cooper, deccased; to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. HAMILL: A bill (H. R. 5727) granting an increase of
pension to Albert Kampman; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HARRIS: A bill (H. R, 5728) granting an increase
of pension to Luther Stephenson, jr.; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. HAWLEY : A bill (J1. R. 5729) to authorize the re-
conveyance of certain lands tc Abel Ady and wife in Klamath
County, Oreg.; to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

By Mr. HAY: A bill (II. . 5730) for the rellef of C. Al
Sprinkel ; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5731) for the relief of Wesley Rankins; to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5732) for the relief of James W. Nickensj
to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. §733) for the relief of the heirs of James
Bowles, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5734) for the relief of the heirs of James
F. Rinker, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 5735) for the relief of the heirs of Thomas
A. Crow, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. HENSLEY : A bill (H. RR. 5736) granting an increase
of pension to Thomas J. Itice; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HOWLAND: A bill (H. R. §737) granting an in-
crease of pension to Ida C. Emerson; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 5738) granting an increase of
pension to Mark T. Shrote; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5789) granting an increase of pension to
John H. Edge; to the Committee on Pensions. ”

Also, a bill (H., R, 5740) granting an increase of pension to
Edward Skahan; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5741) granting an increase of pension to
Grace Miller; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (II, R. 5742) granting an increase of pension to
Margaret J. Harvey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5743) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph C. Sponogle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. b744) granting a pension to Lillie G.
Daggett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5745) granting an increase of pension to
Carrie W. Dibble; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5746) granting a pension to Shepherd
Plummer; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. I&. 5747) granting a pension to Catherine J.
Asmussen; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5748) granting a pension to Mary Burnet;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5740) granting a pension to Lillian P.
Beaudin; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5750) granting a pension to Ellen Mur-
phy; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5751) granting a pension to Katherine M.
McCarthy; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5752) granting a pension to Julius Oppen-
heimer; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 5753) granting a pension to Samuel R.
Thurston; to the Committce on Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 5754) granting a pension to Charles
Alpers; to the Committee on Pensions. L

Also, o bill (H. R. 5755) granting a pension to Ella White-
side; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5756) granting a pension to James Ross;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5757) m?ﬁn{‘: aipcnslon to Ella M.

ines; to the Committee on Inva ensions.

GaAlseo, a bill (H. R. 57568) for the relief of Joseph I.. Donovan;
to the Committee on Military Aflairs.

Also, o bill (H. R. 5759) for the relief of James Green
Geoghegan, alins James Green; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

Also, a bill {H. R. 5760) for the relief of former occupants of
the present military reservation at Point San Jose, in the city
of San Francisco, and to repeal an act entitled “An act to refer
the claim of Jessie Benton Fremont to certain lands and im-
provements thereon in Ean Francisco, Cal, to the Court of
Claims,” approved February 10, 1803; to the Committee on
Private Land Olaims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5761) for the relief of the legal repre-
sentative of the estate of the late Gen. Oliver Duff Greene; to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. . 5762) rotrr ﬁhe relief of George W. Bell; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Algo, a bill (H. R. G';'l.’}sr)y for the relief of William K. Harvey,
alins William K. Hall; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, o bill (IL R. 5764) for ihe relief of Bernard Campbell §
to the Commitfee on Claims.

Also, a bill (II. R. 5765) for the relief of the American Discult
Co.; to the Committee on Claims.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5766) for the relief of Mary Jordan,
widow of Dennis Jordan; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5767) for the relief of Lieut. Col. Ormond
M. Lissak; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5768) for the relief of H. Liebes & Co.; to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H., R. 5760) for the relief of Frank Klein; to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. k. 5770) for the relief of Helen Wakefield; to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5771) for the relief of Piper, Aden, Goodall
Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5772) for the relief of John Rothchild &
Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5773) for the relief of Arthur G. Fisk; to
“the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (I R. 5774) for the relief of the widow and chil-
dren of John W. Geering; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5775) for the relief of the estate of Julius
Jacobs; to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5776) authorizing the appointment of Maj.
W. R. Smedberg, United States Army, retired, to the rank and
grade of brigadier general on the retired list of the Army; to
the Committee on Military Affairs,

Algo, a bill (H, R. 5777) for the transfer of certain land fo
the Mission Rock Co., of Californian; to the Commiitee on the
Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5778) to reimburse the city and county of
San Franecisco, State of California, for moneys paid by said city
and county to various persons upon judgment claims recovered
by them against said city and county for damages inflicted to
their property by soldiers of the United States Army; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. LITTLEPAGE: A bill (H. R. 5779) granting an in-
crease of pension to Charlotte Darnell; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LOBECK: A Dbill (H. R. 5780) to grant honorable
discharges to the quartermaster volunteers who served in the
military service in the Civil War, and including their names in
ih; ]1-nster of the Union Army; to the Committee on Military

nIrs,

DBy Mr. LITTLETON: A bill (H. R. 5781) for the relief of
Clarence B. Schenck; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr., McDERMOTT: A bill (H. R. 5782) granting an in-
crease of pension to James Fleming; to the Committee on Inva-
lid Pensions.

By Mr. McGILLICUDDY : A bill (H. R. 5783) granting an
increase of pension to Iatrick J. Carroll; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McGUIRTE of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 5784) grant-
Ing an increase of pension to W. O. Hartshorne; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also. a bill (II. R. 5785) for the relief of John Bartholomeyw;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 5786) granting an inerease
of pension to Richard M. Springer; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, .

Also, a bill (II. R. 5787) granting a pension to Timothy Me-
Carthy; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MURDOCK : A bjll (H, R, 5788) granting an increase
of pension to IHenry C. Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5780) granting an increase of pension to
John Breneman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5700) granfing an increase of pension
to Michael M. Stuckey; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons.

Also, a blll (H. R. 5791) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew J. Barker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5792) granting an inerease of pension to
A. J. Weaver; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5703) granting an increase of pension to
Hemy Hoff; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5704) granting an increase of pension to
Edmund Brown ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, §705) granting an increase of pension to
Owen Lewis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5790) granting an increase of pension to
David H. Randall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5797) granting an increase of pension
Henry L. McCain; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6798) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel 8. Garlits; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. k. 5799) granting an increase of pension to
Francis M, Marsh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

to

Also, a bill (H. R. 5800) granting an increase of pension to
George Berry; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5801) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Dillman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5802) granting an increase of pension to
John . Modrell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5803) granting an increase of pension to
T. Elwood Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5804) granting an increase of pension tfo
George O. Wright; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5805) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Boling; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5806) granting an increase of pension to
Joln MeCray; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5807) granting an increase of pension
John Hoffman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5808) granting an increase of pension to
Charles C. Currier; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (HI. R. 5809) granting an increase of pension to
Irwin R. Layton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5810) granting an increase of pension to
Dennis Willard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 5811) granting an increase of pension to
Leopold Fessler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6812) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Gravel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5813) granting an increase of pension to
Morgan 1. Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5814) granting an increase of pension tfo
Levi B, Wightman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. It. 5815) granting an increase of pension
Joseph Collett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 5816) granting an inerease of pension to
Henry Muntz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 0817) granting an increase of pension to
Augustus Young; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. OLDFIELD : A bill (H. IR. 5818) granting an increase
of pension to Oliver F. Chester; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5819) granting an increase of pension to
Ephraim Romine; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 5820) granting an increase of pension to
James C. Mynatt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5821) granting a pension to Nellie V, Cor-
nelins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5822) for the relief of Laura J. Dills; to
the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 5823) granting an
increase of pension to Thomas . Nolan; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PROUTY : A bill (H. It. 5824) granting a pension to
Peter Bell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RUCKER of Missouri: A bill (IL R. 5825) granting
an increase of pension to William Lewis; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 5826) granting an increase of pension to
Cassius M. Myers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, k. 5827) granting an increase of pension to
Green M. Wilson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. IR, 5828) tfo carry out the findings of the Court
of Claims in the case of Francig M. Sheppard; to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 5829) granting an increase
of pension to William R. Spears; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. SHARP: A bill (H. R. 5830) granting a pension to
Nettie B. Shores; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5831) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel J. Ewing; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 5832) granting an increase of pen-
sion to Richard Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SWITZER: A bill (H. R. 5833) granting a pension to
Rebecea Cordell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. THISTLEWOOD: A bill (II. R. 5834) granting an
inerease of pension to Willlam Cavins; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5835) granting an increase of pension to
William R. Webb ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5836) granting an increase of pension to
Melvin B. Dimmick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 5837) granting n pension to Sarah A,
Lovelady; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 5838) granting an increase
of pension to John W. Weaver; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

to
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5839) granting an increasge of pension to
Robert B. Woods; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5840) granting an increase of pension to
Edward J. Hurley, alias John Williams; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5841) granting an inecrease of pension to
Thomas Travis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5842) granting an increase of pension to
Phillip Sullivan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5S43) granting an increase of pension to
Washington C. Shannon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5844) granting an increase of pension to
R. H. Robertson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5845) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph H. Phifer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 5846) granting an increase of pension to
James A, Phelps; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also. a bill (H. R, 5847) granting an increase of pension to
John T, Murray; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5848) granting an increase of pension
James Loving; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5849) granting an increase of pension to
Elijah W. Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5850) granting an increase of pension to
Percy H. Allen; to the Committee on Penslions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5851) granting an increase of pension to
Calvin Beauchamp: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5852) granting an increase of pension to
Clement Brawner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5853) granting an increase of penslon to
Granville Corley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5854) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas J. Clack; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5855) granting an increase of pension to
John A, Cole; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5856) granting an increase of pension
John K. Caldwell; to the Conmmittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5857) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel J. Cates; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5858) granting an increase of pension to
James W. Cannon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill H. R. 5839) granting an increase of pension
McHenry Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5800) grantinz an inerease of pension to
George W. Doss; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (FL. IR. 58G1) granting an increase of pension to
C. A. Edwards; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5862) granting an increase of pension to
David Gordon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5863) granting an increase of pension to
John W. Gillum; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 586G1) granting an increase of pension to
J. W. Grubb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. §8065) granting an increase of pension to
Eliza F. Greenwood ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. §866) granting an increase of pension to
Johnathan C. Huffman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5S67) granting an increase of pension to
Richard IIill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5868) granting an increase of pension to
Susan J. Hendrick ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5869) granting an increase of pension to
Nard B. R. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. . 5870) granting an increase of pension to
William Jessee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5871) granting an increase of pension to
Abner J. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a blll (H. B. 5872) granting an increase of pension to

* James Kelley; to the Committec on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5873) granting an increase of pension to
Isane T. Lee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (FI. R. 5874) granting a pension to Parnesia M.
Walton; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5875) granting a pension to Alice C. Weir:
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5S76) granting a pension to Russella J.
York; to the Committee on Invalid Pensicns.

Also, o bill (H. R. 5877) granting a pension to Millie Sweatt;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5S78) granting a pension to Vesta V.
Spears: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 5879) granting a pension to Lydia Smith:
to the Committee on Invalld Pensions.

Also, a bill (F. R. 5880) granting a pension to Edward A.
Poag; to the Comiaittee on Pensions.

to

to

to

Also, a bill (H. R. 5881) granting a pension to Hugene U.
Proctor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5882) granting a pension to Jereasy E.
Odell; to the Committee on Invalid ’ensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5883) granting a pension to John Wesley
Newman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5884) granting a pension to J. I'. Napier;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5885) granting a pension to Lauran I.
Norris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 58586) granting a pension to Sarah Mallory;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5887) granting a pension to James Moesker;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 5888) granting n pension to Americn Me-
Daniel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 588)) granting a pension to Laura B.
Adams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5800) granting a pension to Anna Briggs;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5801) granting a pension to James Buck;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5892) granting a pension to Thomas
Blythe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o Dill (H. R. 5893) granting a pension to Frederick
Bailor; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 5894) granting a pension to Willlam W,
Cravens; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5805) granting a pension to Susan Clark;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (. R. §S9G) granting a pension to A, J. Clements;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5807) granting a peunsion to John W.
Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I1. I*. 5808) granting a pension to Kate C. G.
Ewing; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (II. R. 58990) granting a pension to Maggie Iivans;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5900) granting a pension to Mahala I'ant;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5901) granting a pension to Sarah Wade
Garnett; to the Committee on Invalid I’ensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5902) granting a pension to Lizzie Hamp-
ton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R, 5003) granting a pension to Margaret .
Hazel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5904) granting a pension to Willinm H.
Jones; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (I, R. 5905) for the vellef of Kate Oakes Smith;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. . 5906) for the relief of George M. Smith;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, o bill (H. R. 5907) for the relief of Green B. Stewart;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H, R, 5908) for the relief of Mrs. Repsay Rowanj
to the Committee on War Clalms.

Also, o bill (H. R. 5909) for the relief of Benjamin F. Proc-
tor: to the Committec on War Claiins.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5910) for the relief of J, M. Phelps; to the
Committee on War Claims. *

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 5911) for the relief and benefit of Eli W.
Owens; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. . 5912) for the relief of Josiah Morris; to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5913) for the relief of 1. I'. Miles; to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, 2 bill (H. R. 5914) for the relief of R. P. Breeding; to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. §915) for the relief of Morton IB. W.
Camp; to the Committec on War Clalms.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5916) for the relief of J. D. Campficld; to
the Committee on War Claims. %

Also, a bill (IL. R. 5917) for the relief of James R. Evaus; to
the Comnittee on War Claims.

Algo, o bill (II. R. 5918) for the relief of Temple D. Harreld;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (II R. 5919) for the relief of George IRR. Harhison;
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5920) for the relief of the heirs of George -
Wrizht; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5921) for the relief of the heirs of Wilgon
Ryan; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. It. 5922) for the relief of the heirs of J. C.
Kennerly; to the Committee on War Claims.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5923) for the relief of the heirs of Ander-
son Crenshaw; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5024) for the relief of the heirs of George
W. Gray; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. k. 5925) for the relief of the heirs of Henry
H. Johnston; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5026) for the relicf of the lielrs of Edmund
P. Lee; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (I1. R. 5927) to correct the military record of
James Mesker; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a DIl (II. R. 56928) to correct the military record of
Willinm Tacy; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. §929) for the relief of the estate of Her-

man Whitney; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H 1. 5030) for the relief of the estate of H. It. M.
’I‘n_\'lar, decensed; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (I. R. 5931) for the relief of the estate of Mrs.
0. F. Moore, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. §5932) for the relief of the estate of Rev.
James Breeding, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. $933) for the relief of the estates of
George W. Chatfield and William K. Cuord, deceased; to the
Conunittee on War Claims.

Also, n bill (H. R, §934) for the rellef of the cstate of W. R.
Decker, decensed; to the Committée on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. . 5935) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of John IL Winkfleld ; to the Gﬂmmltfte
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (I1. R. 5930G) to remove the charge of dctertlon
frem the military record of Robert N, Stewart, and to grant him
an honorable discharge; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, o bill (H. R. 5037) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Granor Owens; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5938) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of T. J. Caskey; to the Committee on
Military Affairs,

Also, n bill (H. R. 5930) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Woodford Dunn; to the Committee
on Miitary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5940) appropriating $300 to the heirs of
Howard Newman, deceased; to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5941) appropriating $4,500 to the heirs of
C{mnpbell Glover, deceased; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H, R. 5942) granting an increase of
pension to Benjamin Kelsey; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5943) granting an increase of pension to
Kaote A. Wilson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, 0 bill (H. R. 5944) for the relief of the heirs of Jenkins
and IHavens; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5945) granting a pension to James H.
Sutherland ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIS: A bill (II. R. 5246) granting an increase
of pension to Alexander . McConnell; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5947) granting a pensidn to Louie II. Read;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETO,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were Iaid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: Resolutions of Chamber of
Commerce and Manufacturers’ Club of Buffalo, N. Y., urging
passage of reciprocity bill; to the Committee on Ways and
Meuans.

Dy Mr. ANTHONY : Petitions of Carrie V. S8heldon and other
memnbers of American Woman's League, of Blue Rapids, Kans.,
and Mrs. I'rances Larimer, president, and other members of the
American Woman's League, of Leavenworth, Kans, protesting
ae fo action taken by the Post Office Department against the
Lewlis Publishing Co., of St. Louis, Mo.; to the Committee on
the Post Ofiice and Post Roads.

By Mr. ASHBROOK: Papers to accompany bill for special
relief of William T. Anderson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, petition of 8. Blamer & Son and 506 other farmers, of
;Iolmstown. Oblio, against any reduction of the tariff on wool;
fo the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolutions adopted by the Chamber of Commerce and
Manufacturers’ Club, of Buffalo, N, Y., and by Shanesville,
Olio, against Canadian reciprocity agreement; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr, AYRES: Extracts from minutes of New Orleans Cot-
ton Exchange, requesting all bagging and fies used in baling
of cotton to be placed on free list; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, resolution of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers’
Club of Buffalo, N. Y., favoring Canadian reciprocity; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. BUCHANAN : Petition of James T. Brown and others,
of Sheflield, Pa., requesting withdrawal of troops from Mexican
border; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee: Papers to accompany bill to
increase pension of George A. Easterly; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CLARK of Florida: Petition of Farmers Educative
and Cooperative Union of Pierce County, Ga., asking for the
levy of a duty on Egyptian and other long staple cottons; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CLINE: Petition of La Grange County Farmers and
Horticulture Society protesting against reciproeity bill, without
reduction of tariff on manufactured goods; to the Comm{ttee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. DAVIDSON : Resolutions of mayor and common coun-
cil of Manitowoe, Wis., favoring postal savings bank law; to the
Committee on {he Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr, DODDS: Petitions of citizens of Isabelln County;
Wilson Grange, Antrim County; and Liberty Grange, No. 391,
all in the State of Michigan, protesting against the Canadian
reciprocity agreement; to the Committec on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas: Petition of Willinm Henderson,
favoring an increase of pension; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. FORNES: Resolution of New York Chapter Ameri-
can Institute of Architects, favoring monument to Abraham
Lincoln; to the Committee on the Library.

Also, resolution adopted at mass meeting by the Irish-Ameri-
can and German-American societies of New York, against the
cnactment of a new arbitration treaty with Great Britain; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Dunham Post, No. 141, De-
partment of Illincis, Grand Army of the Republie, of Decatur,
I11., favoring the enactment of the Sulloway bill; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Penslons.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers'
Club of Buffalo, N. Y., favoring Canadian reciprocity; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, papers to accompany a bill for the relief of Clarence
MeDBratney; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GARRETT : Memorlal of Tennessee Legislature, re-
questing refund of cotton tax; to the Committes on Appropri-
ations,

Also, petition of Tennessce Society of Sons of the Revolution,
requesting publication of all the archives of the Government
relative to the War of the Revolution; to the Committee on
Printing.

Algo, petition for the passage of legislation preventing inter-
state transmission of race-gnmbling odds; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HANNA: DPetition of citizens of North Dakota, re-
gquesting the passage of House bill 25791, increase for rural-
delivery carriers; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

Also, petition of C. . Hutchinson, La Moure, N. Dak., against
parcels-post bill; to the Committee on the Post Ofiice and Post
Roads.

Also, resolution of John F. Godfrey Post, No. 03, Pasadena,
Cal., favoring the Sulloway bill; to the Committee on Invalld
Pensions.

Also, petition of citizens of North Dakota, against the Cana-
dinn reciprocity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HARTMAN : Petition of the Tyrone (Pa.) Branch of
the Soclalist Party of Pennsylvania, reguesting the recall of
troops from the Mexican border; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Also, resolution of the Cambria County Pomona Grange, pro-
testing against the Canadian reciprocity agreement; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. KAHN: Papers to accompany a bill for the relief of
James Green Geoghegan, alins James Green; to the Committee
on Naval Affairs,

Also, papers to accompany bills granting pensions to Lillian
P. Beaudin, Catherine Asmussen, and Mary Burnet, and an in-
crease of pension to Mark T. Shrote; to the Committee on Pen-
sions,
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Also, papers to accompany bills granting increases of peusion
to Carrie W. Dibble and Margaret J. Harvey, and pensions to
Lillie G. Daggett and Ella Whiteside; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, papers accompanying a bill for the relief of W. K.
Harvey, of San Francisco, Cal.; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Also, papers to accompany a bill for the relief of Bernard
Campbell; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, papers to accompany a bill for the relief of Joseph I.
Donovan; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. KONOP : Petitions of Joseph J. Plank and Wisconsin
Wire Works, of Appleton, Wis., and Brown County (Wis.) But-
termakers’ Associntion, against Canadian reciprocity; to the
Committec on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LAME: Resolution of Woman's Club of Monroe, Wis,,
favoring repeal of the tax on oleomargarine; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

Also, resolution of Woman’s Club of Monroe, Wis,, favoring
Federal law for the inspection of dairy and meat animals and
their products; to the Commlittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MOTT: Petitions of numerous citizens of Carthage,
N. Y.; Perch River Grange, No. 026, Patrons of Husbandry,
Perch River, N. Y.; and Oswego County Fruit Growers Asso-
ciation, Oswego, N. Y., against Canadian reciprocity agree-
ment; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolution of Indian River Grange, No. 564, Patrons of
Husbandry, Antwerp, N. Y., relative to cold storage of food
products (8. 7640) ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of Carthage Coal Co., Carthage 0il Co., the
Iager Electric Co. of Watertown, and of 13 citizens of Carthage,
all in the State of New York, against Canadian reciprocity; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PLUMLEY : Resolution of Graniteville Branch, Quarry
Workers' International Union of North America, protesting on
the part of the United States in the affairs of Mexico, and
Quarry Workers' International Union, Barre, Vi, protesting
against intervention by the United States in the affairs of
Mexico; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, vote of Saxton River Grange, Saxton River, Vt.; unani-
mous vote of Orion Grange, South Woodstock, Vt.; and petition
of citizens of Putney, Vi, protesting against the reciprocity
agreement with Canada ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. POST: Resolution of Buffalo (N. Y.) Chamber of
Commerce and Manufacturing Club, favoring Canadian reci-
procity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

DBy Mr. RODDENBERY: Petition requesting the with-
drawal of troops from Mexican border; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. SHARP: Resolutions of Loecal Lodge No. 453, Inmter-
national Machinists, in favor of enactment of the reading or
illiteracy test to exclude undesirable immigration and impor-
tation of cheap labor; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

By Mr. SIMS: Petition of Richard Smith, relating to granting
inerease of pension; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SULZER: Resolution of New Orleans Cotton Ix-
change, urging that all bagging and ties used in the baling of
cotton be placed on the free list; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, resolution of citizens of Buffalo and the Niagara fron-
tier, favoring the Canadian reciprocity agreement; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SWITZER : Petition of Springfield Grange, No. 210,
Gallia County, Ohio, protesting against the Canadian reci-
procity agreement; to the Commitice on Ways and Means,

By Mr. TILSON: Petition of Cheshire, Orange, Seymour,
North Haven, Wallingford, Totoket, Indian River, Waugumbary,
Suffield, Good Will, Somers, No. 105, and Columbia Granges,
favoring a parcels-post bill; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

Also, resolution of Wethersfield Business Men and Civie As-
soclation, Wethersfield, Conn., protesting against the Canadian
reciprocity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolution of citizens of Waterbury, Conn., protesting
against the new arbitration treaty with Great Britain; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

Also, resolutions of Hillstown (Conn.) Grange and West
Hartford Grange, No. 58, protesting against the Canadian reci-
procity agreement; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WILLIS : Petition of 0. P. Frazer and 136 citizens of
Mount Viectory, Ohio, against Canadian reciprocity bill; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Tuespax, Adpril 18, 1911,

The House met at 12 o'clock m.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rey. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as
follows :

Eternal God, our heavenly Father, ever ready to hear and
answer the prayers of the faithful, help us to pray and work
that we may become factors in the world's great ficlds of
endeavor, workers in Thy vineyards, that we may build for
ourselves characters Godlike, in imitation of the world's lix-
emplar, that Thy kingdom may come, and Thy will be done on
ecarth as in heaven. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

CANADIAN RECIPROCITY.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that {the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for tlie furtlier consideration of the bill
H. R. 4412, the Canadian reciprocity bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the Canadian reciprocity bill, with Mr. SHERLEY in
the chair.

Mr. McCALL. Mr, Chairman, T yield one hour to the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. Hinn].

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I spoke on this
subject in the last session of Congress at some length. I have
no desire in any sense whatever to make a speech now, but I
have some additional facts bearing on the matter which I desire
to present, believing that possibly they may be of use in the
further progress of this debate.

In discussing the question of reciprocity with Canada in
the last session of Congress I tried to show that nmo harm
would come to this country if the terms of the agreement were
enacted into law, and that it would be in full accord with the
practice of the Republican Party in the past and also with
the provisions of the national Republican platform at the
present time. :

I pointed out—

Pirst. That in every case where we had made reciprocity
agreements with other countries the result had been beneficial
to both parties.

Second. That the pending agreement was in no sense a general
tariff revision, but simply a straightforward business arrange-
ment with a single adjacent country for the reciprocal exchange
of such articles as the negotiators of both Governments believed,
aftor most careful consideration, could be made with safety Lo
ench other and for the mutual advantage of both, and that the
special rates so made had no necessary bearing upon the gen-
eral tariff relations of either Canada or the United States with
the other countries of the world; and

Third. That the racial characteristics of the respective peo-
ples and the climatic conditions of the two countries fully
justified an entirely different course of action of one toward the
other from that which ought to control our relations with the
peoples on the other side of the two oceans, where like condi-
tions do mot prevail. I laid down the fundamental priaciple
that competition can not exist between the products of two
nations except with reference to their exportable surplus, and
showed the statistical position of the principal crops of Canada
and the United States in this respect.

1 think T demonstrated beyond dispute, for no reply has yet
been made by anybody to the propesition, that the higher cost
of living which now obtains in this country was due to an
enormonsly increased demand for food products and a propor-
tionately decreased productive power on our part, and that this
great change, due largely to immigration and a transition from
agriculture to manufacturing, had begun on the Atlantic coast
and was steadily moving westward until now its influence was
effective and controlling in the central West.

I pointed out, also, that the transference of millions upon
millions of the food-producing classes from the nations of
Europe into the manufacturing Industries of this country had
made the tendency to a higher cost of living world-wide, and I
expressed my sincere belief that the continuation of high prices
for food products was inevitable, and that the only possible
effect of complete freedom of exchange of all natural products
between thie United States and Canada would be to temporarily
retard the rapid advances and to steady the fluctuations of the
prices of the fast-diminishing export surplus of many of the
food products of both countries, and that a counsiderable period
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